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TO DR. BUNSEN,

EMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY
OF HIS MAJESTY THE KING OF PRUSSIA TO THE

HELVETIC CONFEDERACY, &c.

THIS WORK 1S DEDICATED,
WITH GRATRFUL RECOLLECTIONS,

BY THE AUTHOR.

Oftentimes, much honoured friend, have you urged
upon me to return to my original studies, and to de-
vote my powers to the Criticism and Exposition of
the Old Testament; for it was your opinion that I
should succeed in connecting human science, in a man-
ner which you consider correct, with Christian and
Ecclesiastical interests. Up to the present time I
have not been able to look upon this as my vocation.
Yet, since my studies have led me to that portion of
the New Testament which, in a certain sense, occu-
pies the boundary-territory between the New and Old
Covenant, and from the understanding of which the
Old Testament interpreter may certainly gain the
clearest insight into his own office, I would take the
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liberty of preéenting you with this Work. There was
once a time when the Scriptures found a place in the
studies of statesmen. God be thanked, this time has
not quite passed away! In the wide circle of your
studies, which embraces the classical world and sa-
cred literature, both of ancient and modern times, that
Book of Scripture to whose exposition my present
work is devoted, will also find a place, and should you
meet in this with not a few things which you can
from the heart approve, look, I pray you, on the book
as only a longer Epistle which may recal to you the
time of that delightful mental reciprocation, in which
I received as much from you, as I, who occupy a more
sacred office, could give in return.

Still stands the Capitol—still Frascati’s and Albano’s
bright heights stand in unchangeable remembrance
before my soul. Delightfully streamed the glories of
nature, delightfully the glories of art; but how poor
would all enjoyment be, had it not in the sanctuary
of the family circle found its glorification, which con-
nects earth with heaven.

What the outward and inward man experienced
there, has borne manifold fruits, and the greatest share
of gratitude I owe to you and to your house. Accept
it then, from a distance, and let my name never be
forgotten in your heart and in your house.

A. THOLUCK.

HaLLE, 20th Jan. 1836.




PREFACE

TO THE

SECOND EDITION.

Tuis Second Edition has, here and there, received im-
provements and several additions In the sixth chap-
ter of the Introduction, the Section on Inspiration has
been recast; as far as Bleek’s valuable work has ap-
peared, I have consulted it, and perceive that we have,
independently, arrived for the most part at similar con-
clusions. In the later sections, some parts have been
retouched in Chapters VIIL. and IX. The Appen-~
dices, published under the title of the Old Testament
in the New,—or two Essays, 1. On the Citations
from the Old Testament contained in the New. 2. On
the Ideas of Sacrifice and Priest in the Old and New
Testaments, which cannot be dispensed with in the
study of the Commentary, were earlier out of print, and
appeared last year in a new edition.

As the advertisements of my respected publisher
speak of a second and third edition of this Commen-
tary, I must mention, in order to prevent misunder-
standing, that, soon after the appearance of the first
edition, the printing of an additional number of copies
was necessary, but this was not specified in the title
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of the later printed copies, and hence this edition ap-
pears as the second.

May this work, the preparation of which has afford-
ed me peculiar delight, meet in this new edition with
sympathising friends and readers !

A. THOLUCK.

HALLE, 3d April 1840.
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CORRECTIONS AND ADDITIONS.

Vol. L p. 47, line 24, for like the X for unknown magnitude,
read like the # for an unknown quantity.
a== P. 60, line 24, for an inclination to make, where he can-
not find a door.
read, an inclination to break through the
walls, when he cannot find a door.
Vol IL p. 2, line 2, for may read na

=~ P. 18, line 13, for shine read ustre.

o~ P. 24, line 19, for forbid read prohibitions.

— e 207 ¢ Sy, pzort: and adaptations.” The German
nung is a literal translation of what is

. ealled in the Talmud 'ID’DD (Smicah)=

support—when a oertain Rabbmwal law is
supported by some hin¢ from the Scriptures,
though taken in a different sense from the
original meaning, and not even plainly told.
Very often the support merely rests on an
additional letter in a word, which by itself
conveys no meaning whatever, but is inter-
preted as a , a mark for the existence of
a certain law laid down by the Rabbies.






INTRODUCTION.

- .CHAPTER I.
THE AUTHOR OF THE EPISTLE.

Tae Epistle to the Hebrews bears no superscription to
inform us of its author. An inquiry respecting the
author of this New Testament writing, must consti-
tute, therefore, the main part of any introduction to it;
and, since a great portion of the Christian church as-
sumes it to be the work of the Apostle Paul, the in-
quiry must turn chiefly upon the question, whether
that assumption be well founded. Yet, as the compo-
-gition itself is not designated as proceeding from him,
the discussion of the question cannot be regarded as
an inquiry into its genuineness.

~§ 1. External evidence for and against its compo-

sition by Paul.

No evidence can be adduced from the writings of
the first century of the Christian era, that the Apostle
Paul was the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews.
Some, indeed, have thought that the New Testament
itself furnishes such evidence, namely, in the 14 and
15 ver. of 2 Peter ch. iii. In the admonition which
the writer of that Epistle (whether Peter himself must
be left undecided) gives to his readers to be diligent
in well-doing, in expectation of a new heaven and a
new earth, they conceive they discover an allusion
to Heb. x. 25 (Comp. Heb. xii. 27, 28.). This opin-
ion, though defended by Mynster (Kleine theologische

B .
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Schriften, 8. 95.) and Dr. Paulus, has so little founda-
tion that we need not dwell upon it (Comp. Bleek,
§ 21. Schott, Isagoge, § 80. Rem. 4.). The earliest
ovidence is found in what is called the first Epistle of
Clement of Rome to the Corinthians. The author of
that letter is not only acquainted with our Epistle, but
more thoroughly conversant with it than with any other
of 8t. Paul's Epistles. For, while the others are occa-
sionally quoted by him, that to the Hebrews appears
completely incorporated with his thoughts, he does
not cite it under the usual forms of quotation, but ap-
ptoprintes from it many single words and phrases, and
even many entire sentences (See the most complete
collection of thetn in Lardner—¢ Principal Facts of the
New Testament,” Vol. 1. p- 87, &c.). Now, could we
sliow, with as much certainty as we can prove his in-
timate uaintunce with this Epistle, tﬁat Clement
regardeﬂ’aul as its author, we should be placed, at
once, above all further inquiry. For, as Clement was,
not improbably, the friend and fellow-labourer of the
Apostle (whom he mentions, Philipp. iv. 3.), his testi-
mony would be cdnclusive. But, although the name
of the Apostle is found in other parts of his work, e. g.
in a quotation from 1 Cor. i. 12, yet that writer not
quoting the Epistle, as we have remarked, with the
usual forms of citation, affords the less ground to ex-
peot from him the name of its author.* The passages

« Stuart, indeed, C. 23 and 26, thinks he has discovered in
Clement a formula of citation with passages from our Epistle,
but without reason, as the apostolic Father introduces Old Tes-
tament quotations with these formule. These quotations, it is
true, occur also in the Epistle to the Hebrews, though they
cannot, on that account, be regarded as allegations from it, and
80 much the less as they are not quoted in it under a peculiar
modification, but exactly according to the LXX. (I. 7, agrees
with the Cod. Alex.). But Eichhorn is equally wrong, on the
other side, when he would conclude from the want of the usual
formulm of citation, in quotations from our Epistle, that Clement
held it in less esteem, since Clement and others of the Fathers
likewise frequently interweave Biblical passages with thei

writings without any formula of citation.
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quoted from it by him, furnish, therefore, no direct ‘
evidence of its composition by 8t. Paul. But, an in- |
direct proof may be drawn from them. How did Cle- |
ment, if it be not of Paul, make so liberal a use of it, |
while the Ecclesiastical writers, as we shall see in Ter-
tullian, and in those of the Western Church in general,
rarely or never quote the non-apostolical writings ?*

Upon this fact, they who attribute the Epistle to St.
Paul, are accustomed, and justly, to lay great stress. Yet
no decisive argument can be drawn from-it. For what
if Clement, more intimately connected with the author 1
of the Epistle, entertained a certain predilection for .
him (and a predilection for this very composition must :
certainly be presupposed); and, if the author, at the
same time, were a disciple of St. Paul, and a distin-
guished person with the apostles? The situnation of
Clement, with regard to him, leads us to suppose such
a person the writer. -

Even if this be not readily granted, the quotations
of Clement prove at least the antiquity of the Epistle,
since that ofP Clement himself cannot be m;signedP to a
later period than the year 96 after Christ; some critics,
as Dodwell and Le Clere, placing it even so early as
the 70th year of the Christian era. To this point, as re-
sulting from those quotations, great prominence has
been given by Eusebius and Jerome.

‘We shall now pass from the first to the second .and
third centuries. In the Eastern, but especially in the
Alexandrian church, we find, in the second century, a

* Euseb. Hist. Eccl. ii. 23. After saying of the Epistle of
James : locior 3 5 vodsdsras piv, ° regard it as spurious,”
adds : ob werral yoly vav waraiey abris iwpivivear, ¢ Few of
the ancients have made mention of it.”’

b Euseb. Hist. Eccl. iii. 88. : i» § (in the Epistle of Clement)
«iis weds "EPpalovs oA votpare wapadis, #n 3R xal ebrodsfil
Praeis oy iF aberiis yoncdusves, caplosara wagivrnan, §7i ph vioy
Swéexss v ebyygmupua. Hieron. Catal. vir. cel. c¢. 158. “1In
which, having inserted many thoughts taken from the Epistle
to the Hebrews, and used even the very expressions, he shows
most clearly that the work was not of @ recent date.”
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generally prevailing opinion that the Epistle was writ-
ten by St. Paul. As we are informed by Clement of
Alexandria, and by Eusebius from him, Pantenus, the
founder of the Alexandrian school (c. 150 after C.), be-
lieved Paul to be the author, as does also Clement of
Alexandria himself, although he regards Luke as the
translator of it into Greek. Both these Fathers remark,
as something striking, the want of a superscription, and
endeavour, by hypotheses, to explain the difficulties
which might thence arise respecting its author. Comp.
§ 2. The passage of Eusebius relating to this point may
be seen in Hist. Eccl. 6, 14. Origen, also (1254), re-
gards the Epistle as the work of Paul. He frequently
quotes from 1t under the name of that A postle, mentions,
too, in some passages (in Hom. vii. Jos., Hom. xiii. in
Gen.), 14 Epistles of Paul, and says, if a Church retain
the Epistle as written by him it is deserving of no blame
on that account, for the ancients, not without reason,
had handed it down as the composition of the Apostle.
But, critically acquainted with language, and, struck
with the difference between its diction and that of the
Apostle, he assumes it as probable that only the vo7uc-
ro. belonged to Paul, while the composition might be
attributed to Clement of Rome, or Luke, or some per-
son unknown.®

* The important passage of Origen relative to this point is
found in Euseb. Hist. Eccl. vi. 25. IIsg) v#s weds ‘Efgaiovs imio-
Toldis iv cais sis abeiy dpurinis cavra JimAapPdvse 811 6 ygmpaxeh
vis Aifsws oiig wgds “Efpaiovs imwvysypauuivag imirzoris odx ixxu 7o
v Abyo idivrindy To0 Awerside,.dporoyicayres Savriy idibeny dhras
5 Abyy rovsiors oh Qodous EAX Tecly # imiewory owvfiess s
Ailsws iAAnyinorign, s & imierduvos xpiviy Podoswr dinPogds, ipus-
Aoysicas &y wdry T8 al 371 & voRpaTe aiis imiorordis bavudoia lews,
xai ob Jiwsga Tay daorrodiniy spodoyoupivey yoauudrey, xal ToiTe
&y cuppioas sivas danfis, wis & weocixwy v dvayvdosi a7 Asorsorixd.
Tobraig psl iregm h'llpfeqf Adyay dyd 3t awoPanipsvos sixoys &,
ivs 7& iy vovpara Tou dworTidev iraly, 1 0 Pedeis xal f edviess
dwopynporslraveis @ivo; T& Gwercorind, xal dexigsl ¢y orioygapic-
arros v& signpiva Sa3 woi ddaoxdrov. EY aig ody ixxAncia {xe vai-
oy 7oy wiorodiy ws TIaddov, aien shdoxsusicw xal ixd vodrey’ ob yag
sixti of dgxaio Evdgss s Thadrov abriy wapadidanaes vis 0 & yodnhus

S o —— e
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Now. it is of great importance to know whether
this view of the subject entertained by the Alexan-
drian Fathers rested upon historical grounds, that is,
upon the tradition of the Church, or not; and also, the
collateral evidence, whether, in those times, it found
many opponents, or reigned alone without contra-
diction ?

The more modern contenders against its composi-
tion by Paul, such as Schulz, and Eichhorn, and J. E.
Ch. Schmidt, in their Introductions. assume a position
of no inconsiderable advantage for their argument in
considering ‘the hypotheses advanced by Pantznus
and Clement, _rega}r'Sing the want of a superscription,
and by Origen, in respect of its diction, as attempls at de-
JSending the origination of the Epistle from Paul against
those who impugn that opinion, and in ascribing the ef-

Ty iauoTodiy, 76 piv kAnfis @sss oldev' % 0 vis nuds Pldoaca ioropin
O Tivey piv Asydvraw, 371 Krduns 8 oysvepsves iwisnoxos ‘Papaion
Tyeays oy bwioaorny Sas evay B 371 Aovndss ypdnyas o3 sdayyi-
Aoy .xal vag wodfus &AM TavTe piv O ixirte.

¢¢ In his homilies on the Epistle to the Hebrews, he expresses
the following opinion of it; that the style of the Epistle which
is inscribed to the Hebrews, has not the homeliness of language
peculiar to the Apostle, as he acknowledged himself to be rude
in speech, that is, in the arts of style; but that, with regard
to the choice of the expression, this Epistle is written with
great purity, as will be confessed by any one skilled in detect-
ing the shades of words. And, besides, it contains some ad-
mirable thoughts not inferior to those which are found in the
writings confessedly apostolic, which will be granted by any
person who shall attentively peruse the writings of the Apos-
tle. He says some other things, and zdds: It is my opinion
that the thoughts were the Apostle’s, but the.choice of the
language, and the disposition of the parts, were the work of some
other person who wished to commemoraté the sayings of the
Apostle, and to arrange what he had heard from his master
into a kind of commentary. . If any churgh, therefore, hold this
Epistle for Pauline we must approve of their judgment, for the
ancients have not been rash in handing down to us that it pro-
ceeded from Paul : at the same time, the real author, 1 think,
is known only to God. But the writers whose works have
come down to us ascribe it partly to Clement Bishop of the Ro-
mans, partly to Luke who wrote the Gospel and the Acts: so
much for this subject.”

PN



6 INTRODUCTION. [en. 1. §. 1.

.

forts of those Fathers, in this defence, to a subjective
predilection for the allegorical character of the Epistle.
Thus, Eichhorn begins his examination of it in these
words (Introd. iii. 2. p. 455.), * meanwhile the op-
ponents of this hypothesis are as anciemt as its de-
fenders.” This, however, must be pronounced a mere
rhetorical stratagem.* For the impartiality of Bleek
has sufficiently displayed the futility of these suppo-
sitions, by granting that we are not obliged to assume
these hypotheses to have been first called into existence
by the opponents of the authorship of Paul. 8till, in
another and essential respect, we find ourselves con-
strained to differ from Bleek. The estimate of the
degree of generality enjoyed by the opinion that Paul
was its author depends upon the right interpretation

* Even so early as the appearance of Storr’s Comm., Eich-
horn came forth, in his review of it (Allgem. Bibl. 3 B. s.
386), with the assertion, that ¢ little is wanting to shew that
the first mention of this Epistle was oonjoined with a doubt
whether it could be called a composition of Paul’s.” Fo any one
who hesitates to believe how far the negative criticism of more
modern times has indulged in the most glaring partiality,—and,
in some degree, knowingly,—may find abundant proofs of
it in the histary of the recent criticism on our Epistle. Ber-
tholdt, for instance, in his citation of the passage from Origen,
quoted p. 4. note, appears,—we must make use of a strong ex-
pression.—as a downright intentional falsarius. The testi-
mony of Origen, which occurs, certainly, in two different frag-
ments, he has divided into two portions, and quoted in twe
different passages of his Introduction, Th. VI. s. 2944 and
2958, not, however, asmight have reasonably been expeocted, each
fragment complete for itself, but so, that, in the separation of
the quotation, precisely that sentence has disappeared which
lay in the way of the critic’s argument, namely, that which
contains the Aistorical basis of Origen’s opinion, f =i oJ»
lexdnoia . . . . wmpadiddxus:; and not a single word indicates
the omission of this important proposition. Schulz is likewise
guilty of the same omission, an omission which Steudel has
animadverted upon in his review of Schulz’s work. His cita-
tion, however, in itself unjustifiable, is so far excusable, that,
whatever industry he may have bestowed upon the internal,
the external evidences bave been treated by him very cursorily
and very superficially, so that the omission is, probably, unin-
tentional, which cannot be the case with Bertholdt.
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of the sentence cited (p. 4.) from Origen,—s/ =5, 27
Of that sentence Bleek, in p. 107 of his Introduction,
says :—* This indeed, obviously sounds as if the oPinion
that the Epistle proceeded from Paul required a formal
apology ; from this it appears only as a rare exception
to the usual practice, so that, in general, the Epistle did
not enjoy, in the Church, the rank of one of Paul’s.”
This, in our opinion, is clearly too sweeping a conclu-
sion. E/, with the indic., throws a supposition into the
idea, without any decision, pro or confra, whether the
thing will or will not actually take place. In the re-
mark of Gamaliel, ¢/ o foryov éx o soriv a7, is there
any affirmation that the work was not of God? When
we say, “ If a Prussian subject feel himself happy, he
is right in doing so,” who would thence conclude that
this could be only @ rare exception? Origen, indeed,
might have so expressed himself, if all the churches
had been of one mind in receiving the Epistle as from
St. Paul. To the inquiry, why he adopted precisely
this form of expression? we may answer, perhaps he
wished to draw attention to the fact of the want of
unanimity in the churches concerning it; only, in that
case, it were not necessary, we conceive, that he had
in view the dissenting Eastern Churches. Origen,
who, as Storr remarks, was in Rome under that Ze-
phyrinus in whose times Caius disputed against Pro-
clus, and acknowledged only thirteen Epistles of Paul,
might have in view the dissent of the West. 8till, it
appears to me more probable that Origen, in this pas-
sage, supposes the reception of it as the production
of Paul to be general in the Church, and that he really
means to say :—* I will not inquire how far the opi-
nion of the churches, on this subject, is beyond doubt
(thinking, at the same time, of the doubts in his own
mind, and in that of others, from internal reasons), at
any rate they have much reason on their side.”
Bleek’s opinion, that only a community here and
there received the Epistle as of Paul, while the ge-
neral tradition of its reception was in the highest de-
gree unfavourable, is, as we conceive, completely prov-
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ed to be erroneous by two other passages of Origen,
in which he speaks of doubts entertained as to its
composition by the Apostle. In Matth. xxiii. 27., he
makes use of this expression :—pone aliquem abdicare
Epistolam ad Hebreeos quasi non Pauli ; and in the
Epistle, Ad. Afric. c. 9, he says, &AN sixdg rva SAs-
Bipsvor dmd i sig raira dmodeifews (by Heb. xi. 37.
confirming the apocryphal fact of Isaiah’s being sawn
asunder) ovyyeiowoSasr ri PovAfuars Ty aderolyrwy
ey émiorody wg ob TlabAg yeypoumévny, weds By &ANwy
Aoywy nar idioy xeri{omev eig amédel ol shou Tlabhov
v émgroAdv.® Can any one persuade himself that
Origen would have so spoken concerning the doubts
of Paul being its author had these doubts been found-
ed on historical grounds, and spread through all the
congregations ? Do not these passages very distinctly
indicate the doubts as those of individuals, springing,
as they did in the mind of Origen himself, from in-
ternal difficulties which they  were umnable to ex-
plain ?° ‘ .

‘We obtain the same conclusion from the sentence
n 8 elg nude @ddoaco isvopix xri. If some of the
sceptics here mentioned regarded Luke, and others
Clement of Rome, as the writer, their very hypotheses
clearly shew that the character of its style-induced
the doubts entertained concerning its author.

In confirmation of our assertion, that no communi-
ties, and still less the majority of the communities, re-
garded the Epistle as not of Paul, we have the testi-
mony of Eusebius, who (Hist. Eccl. 1. 3, c. 3.) speaks
only of individuals (and even then with an appeal to

. 2 But, itis probable that a person, being pressed by the proofs
adduced on this point, will adopt the opinion of those who re-
ject the Epistle as not written by Paul ; in reply to such a one,
it will be necessary to employ other and independent arguments
in proof of the Epistle being the work of that Apostle.

b The Introductions which have appeared since the time of
Bleek have been more correctly expressed on this point ; De
Wette, Schatt. The former only says, ¢ Origen, although he
quotes the Epistle as Pauline, yet is aware of doubts concern~
ing it.”
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the Western Church) who had raised doubts érs y¢
iy Tiveg Aerinues v wpds ‘ BBpaivs, weds vis ' Pupetioy
énxhnoiag wg ma Modhov ofoow adriy dyrihéyeadar ¢Hoav-
7eg, o0 Sincwrov dyyvoe.® How could he, indeed, have
spoken so confidently of its production by Paul, if, i
the time of Origen, its authorship was questioned in
the majority of the congregations? :
In the evidence of Eusebius, we have still to esti-
mate the value of the important words, o0 yag eix? o
agxaios dvdgss aig Tlathov adriy wapadedwrad, which
Bertholdt and Schulz, as we have seen, most unjusti-
fiably omit, and which Eichhorn and others have not
deemed worthy of any closer examination. Bleek
naturally weighs them with more minute attention.
The question 18, how far back the expression dgyaivs,
in Origen, carries us? Bleek observes, he can easil
conceive that Origen, in this expression, had only Cle-
ment (who died about thirty years before him), and
Panteenus in view; and, indeed, it is in this way alone
that the meaning attached by Bleek to ¢ rig éx-
xAngin %A, can be reconciled with the opinion of Ori-
gen. But can dgxaiu really refer to men of whom the
one died twenty, perhaps only ten years before Origen
wrote? Can he have introduced these two Alexan-
drian teachers with so general and indefinite a predi-
cate? Must not the word dgxai; be taken in the
same sense in which Eusebius employs it in the for-
mula, raire uiv wg € deyainy iovosiag signodw, and dic
viis vy depxaiwy Tapadiccws (Hist. Ecel. ii. 1 iii.
24) ?* Now, if we explain the phrase of Origen by that
of Eusebius, we are carried back, to use the language of
Hug, ** to men who stand close upon the apostolic age;”
and,® in accordance with that expression, we lay it

® It should be known, however, that some reject it as such
(the work of Paul), and say that the Epistle was not regarded
by the Roman Church as a certain and genuine Epistle of Paul.

> But these things I have found in the muniments of the
ancients, &c.

¢ In Eusebius, indeed, Irenseus is designated as one ca»
dexaimy ixxAnsiaorinay wosofurigay (Hist. Eccl. v. 8.); still
Irenaeus preceded him by nearly a century #nd a half.
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down as a fact, that, not long afler the apostolic times,
our Epistle was regarded as wrilten by Paul, and
that it enjoyed this %istinction in the East, where the
proximity of Palestine facilitated the spread of the
earliest knowledge of its author.

From this unprejudiced examination of the histo-
rical evidence, throughout the whole of which we
have endeavoured to avert our view from the result
which we were desirous to obtain, it follows, that, in
the time of Origen, some doubts certainly existed con-
cerning its composition by Paul; but that the general
opinion, supported by ancient tradition, was in its fa-
vour: and, even if Origen himself decide that only the
vo7ware must be ascribed to Paul, but not its composi-
tion, we are so far from regarding this, with Eichhorn
and others, as an expedient in favour of his subjec- -
tive view, and, in opposition to tradition, to vindicate,
by mwhatever means, its origin from Paul, that, on the
contrary, we perceive in it, with Storr (Introd. § 4.),
a means of reconciling his subjective critical opinion
with the force of the objective historical tradition.®
And, to us the facts appear to speak so clearly in
favour of this view of the passage, that, from so candid
an inquirer as Bleek, when he shall reconsider the
subject, we venture to hope for assent to it.

After the time of Origen, we find the Epistle ge-
nerally acknowledged, in the Alexandrian Church,
as proceeding from Paul ; and, in the third century,
by Dionysius the Bishop, by Peter the Bishop, and by
Hierax the Heretic (See Bleek, p. 131. et seq). This,
certainly, can the less be attributed to the autho-
rity of that Father alone, as it happened, to a certain
degree, in contradiction of it.

The question, therefore, new is, what was deter-
mined, at this period, in the remaining portion of the

8 So Hug, also:—¢ The remark was early made (in Alex-
andria,), that the style of the Epistle wasstrikingly distinguish-
ed from that of the Apostle. Although the difference was per-
ceived, and seemed to point directly to another author, still no
one dared to deny it to be his.”
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Eastern Church, concerning the author of the Epistle
to the Hebrews ? a question of so much the greater
importance as the decision of the Alexandrian Fathers
in favour of its composition by Paul has been ascribed
to their predilection for its allegorical character. The
erroneousness of this supposition would immediately
appear, could we affirm, with confidence, that the re-
ception of the Epistle into the most ancient versions of
the New Testament, the Peshito and the Latin (to-
wards the close of the second, or beginning of the third,
century), is a proof in favour of the acknowledgment of
its apostolic origin (So Stuart, I. p. 97.). For, as the
writings of those who were not of the number of the
apostles are never, or but occasionally, quoted, so we
should expect that no translations of them would be
executed. This, however, we cannot with certainty
affirm. For the contrary is proved by the circum-
stance, that, in the West, the Epistle was designated:
as not of Paul, during the period in which the ancient
Itala was produced. But Bleek is inclined to grant,
that, when the Peshito was composed, the same views
prevailed in the Syrian Church, respeeting the author
of the Epistle, which the Syrian writers, collectively,
entertained (Bleek, p. 439).

If we now inquire after more satisfactory evidence
we find ourselves almost entirely deserted. There are
extant, however, two works, from which, even in the
absence of other testimony, the erroneousness of the
hypotheses we have mentioned may be sufficiently
shown. The one is that of Methodius, Bishop of
Olympus in Lycia, and subsequently of Tyre (c. 290),
the other an Epistle of the Synod of Antioch to Paul
of Samosata (c. 264). In the writings of Methodius,
Lardner (Principal Facts, vol. v. p. 258) has pointed
out more than one testimony in favour of our Epistle,
but, in particular, two passages which prove its coms
position by Paul. In the piece entitled Convivium
decem virg. orat. 10. ap. Combef. p. 96, there occurs this
passage, ¢ & vouog éor) nare. vd amisTolov myeupmaTindg,
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oG eindvag sumsgiiywy iy usAAivrwy dyadin,® and, in
the same work, p. 116.: ‘wugiov yap Eers xhfog, édv
CPENNTE VInfoaon ToUg $7° alTod oTEQAVOVG trra, 87 olg 0
dywy nuiv webnsiran xal ) wdAn xard T diddorudor
T«dAov.* The former passage Lardner conceives to be
an allusion to Heb. x. 1., the latter to xii. 1. With
Bleek, we feel constrained to admit this, as respects the
latter, though the former, perhaps, is more questionable.
Still, the assumption that the writer had in view the
Epistle to the Hebrews is supported by the fact of
that Father having, in other p: es, undoubtedly

. made use of .it, without formally adding the name of
Paul.

The second testimony, from the writing of the
synod, is equally unquestionable.® And from it Bleek
also draws this conclusion, “ This proves, certainly,
that, in Antioch, the Epistle was then generally re-
garded as writlen by Paul, so much so, that even
Jrom its enemies contradiction had ceased to be appre-
hended.”

Supported by these two testimonies, we may now
affirm that, in the third century, not only in the com-
munities of Egypt, but of Lesser Asia, this Epistle was
acknowledged as written by the Apostle Paul,’ and
that, if doubts coneerning its origin existed they were

* If the law, according to the Apostle, be spiritual, contain-
in[E the images of good things to come.

For ye shall obtain infinite glory, if, having gained the
victory, ye take from her the seven crowns which she wears,
the contest and struggle for which things are placed before us
by our teacher laul.

¢ It is found in Mansi, Collect. concil. T. I. p. 1038.

¢ We shall, intentionally, make no use here of the passage
of Jerome, in Epistle twenty-nine, ad. Dard., illud nostris di-
cendum est, hanc epistolam, non solum ab ecclesiis Orientis, sed
ab omnibus retroecclesiasticis Greci sermonis scriptoribus quasi
Pauli apostoli suscipi, as the addition, licet plerigue eam vel
Barnabae vel Clementis arbitrentur. is obscure. and, at any rate,
the language of that writer cannot be taken strictly according
to the letter. Comp. below, § 3, where this declaration is again
mentioned. .
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probably the doubts of individuals. But, we may re-
mark that, perhaps, Ireneus might be adduced as
evidence that the recognition of it, in Lesser Asia, was
not’:l%enera]. :

e fate of the Epistle was very different in the
‘West. There, from the earliest times of which we
have any record, it was regarded, on all hands, as
not of Paul. The most ancient evidence is that of
Irenseus, towards the close of the second century. In
his own writings, indeed, his testimony is only nega-
tive ;—in his lengthened treatise, Adv. kaereses, in
which he makes such ample use of Paul’s Epistles,
there is not found a single quotation from the Epistle
to the Hebrews. Hence, in mentioning one of his
other works BiSriov SiuhéEewy Srapbowr, Eusebius, Hist.
Eccl. v. 26, points out in it, as something remarkable,
a quotation from the Epistle to the Hebrews, and an-
other from the Wisdom of Solomon. This sparing use
of the Epistle by Irensus excites a suspicion that he
was one of those who entertained doubts of its Pauline
origin, especially, as being the bearer, for the Monta-
nists, of the letter of recommendation to Eleutherius, in
Rome, about the middle of the second century, he must
have known the opinions of the community in that
city. But we possess a positive testimony respecting
him. Photius (in his Biblioth. cod. 232. ed. Bekker,
}). 291.) adduces a declaration of Stephanus Gobaras,

tom the sixth century, which bears, that neither Ire-
nzeus, nor his disciple Hippolytus, in the beginning of
the third century, held the Epistle to be of Paul. This
testimony loses not a little of its credibility, indeed,
from the fact that Eusebius, who, from the high esteem
in which he held Irenwus, has a particular chap. irws’
o Eignvaiog viw Seiwv pmuovster yeoapiy (Hist. Eccl. v.
8),* makes no mention whatever of this important cir-
cumstance. He intimates, however, that he had not
read all the writings of that ancient Father. And,

s How Ireneus has recorded of the sacred writings.

.
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Photiushimself, inanother passage (Cod. 121), confirms
(a second important circumstance) the testimony of Go-
baras respecting this Hlpﬂytus the disciple of Ire-
neus. Now, it is known that Irenseus spent his youth
in Lesser Asia. It were too much, however, to assert
with Bleek that he is, therefore, “ a representative of
the opinions in that country.” For, the spread of the
anti-Pauline opinions in the West, but especially in
Rome, had, no doubt, the chief influence in determin-

ing his opinion. But, it is probable that he had seen
the eontrary view opposed by many of his earlier ac-
quaintance, otherwise he would not have so completely
gone over to the opinions of the Western communities.

From the African church we are furnished with the
evidence of Tertullian. He, it appears, was altogether
ignorant that Paul had been assumed as the author of
:in e Epistle, so that, without discussion, he quotes it as
a work of Barnabas ; and this he does, as we shall af-
terwards show more at length, when it was of the
utmost moment for him to secure for it all possible
authority. He has, besides, reproached Marcion
with the intention of falsifying the numerus epistola-
rum by excluding the threen%astoml Epistles. But
he does not charge him with cul blhty in rejecting
the Epistle to the Hebrews, whlcglahe certainly must
have £)ne, had he himself considered it as the work of
Paul (Adv. Mare. v. 20.).

In Cyprian, also, two passages are found, from which
it appears that he excluded this Epistle from the num-
ber of Paul's. These are Adv. Jud. lib. 1. c. 20., and,
De exhort. mart. c. ii., where he says that Paul, like
John, in the Apooalypse, had written only to seven
thurches ; a parallelism found also in Bishop Victorin
(fe. 303.), and in the Muratorian canon, which we shall

ntly cite, and which supposes that the Epistle to the
gebrews was not reckoned among the Epistles of Paul.
The evidence of Novatian, of the African church, in
the third century, is partwularl{l important. In his
writings no use is ever made of the Epistle to the He-
brews, although from the same cause as Tertullian, of
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which we shall (On Heb. vi. 4—6.) speak more
hereafter, he had the strongest motives to employ this
Ebpistle, and to ascribe to it an especial authority.

In the Roman, as in the West African church, the
Epistle was not considered as the work of Paul. Eu-
sebius informs us (Hist. Eccl. vi. 20.) that the Roman
Presbyter Caius, at the close of the second century,
received only thirteen Epistles of that Apostle, and re-
jected the Epistle to the Hebrews. And, in like man-
ner, what is called the Muratorian canon, executed to-
wards the end of the second century, reckons omly
thirteen Pauline Epistles (Comp. Bleek, p. 122. et
seq.).

ern passing from the third to the fourth century we

find a very different state of the question. All the
teachers of the church, from the most opposite regions
of the East, appear, in the fourth century, in favour of
its Pauline origin; Bishop Alexander of Alexandria,
the monk Antonius, Athanasius, Didymus, Theo-
philus of Alexandria, Eusebius of Casarea, Gregory
Nazianzin, Basil, Epiphanius, the Syrian writers James
of Nisibis and Ephraem Syrus, &ec.

In preference to all the names here enumerated, the
critical Eusebius deserves a more attentive considera-
tion. Respecting this Epistle he has declared his
opinion in several passages of his works. In the chief
passage concerning the canon (Hist. Eccl. iii. 25.), he
includes it among the Pauline Epistles as a Homologou-
menon. Inl iii. 3. he gives the number of the authentic
Ebpistles of Paul as fourteen, and in ii. 17. he quotes the
Epistle to the Hebrews as the work of that Apostle. He
mentions, however, the opposition to this view, which
had, here and there, arisen in the church. In the passage
we have quoted above (p. 4.), he says, that the Roman
(Latin) church did not receive the Epistle, and that
some (reeks, also, coincided with them in opinion ;
and, in speaking, L. iii. ¢. 38., of its adoption into the
canon he endeavours to remove the objections to it.
After the passage quoted p. 3. note, he adds, s
einorwg 80Eey, wird Tois Noiwois dyrarahexdfvas ypduuoc
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rob dwooréhov. Lastly, he includes it among the drri-
Aéyowevor (vi. 13.), and mentions it along with the
Ebpistles of Barnabas, Clement, and Jude.

This apparent contradiction of a previous assertion,
that the Epistle belonged to the Homologoumena, has
been rightly explained, in the remark of Bleek, that
Eusebius, in placinga work among the Homologoumena,
did not mean to affirm that no objection whatever, but,
merely, that no valid objection, had been raised

inst it.

Thus, while in the East, at this period, every scruple
concerning its Pauline origin may be regarded as at
rest, doubts continued to be entertained in the West,
although these began gradually to disappear. Marius
Victorinus, Zeno Phoebadius, Optatus, and other
writers of the West, in whose works we might have
expected quotations from the Epistle, make no use of
it; and, in thecommentary of Ambrosiaster on the Pau-
line Epistles, it is entirely omitted. Eusebius (1. vi. c.
20.) says, that, /g 7o d¢ligo, some of the Latins still reject
the Epistle. On the other hand, we find a distinct ac-
knowledgment of it, as the work of Paul, in the follow-
ing Latin authors of this century,—in Hilary (368),
Lucifer Calaritanus (371), Ambrose, Philastrius, Gau-
dentius, and, even among the heads of the Western
Church, Jerome and Augustine, In many passages of
the two last, indeed, we still perceive their earlier scru-
ples, partly, in their not permitting themselves to quote
the Epistle as of Paul, and, partly, in their mentioning
the widely spread suspicions concerning its author ; and,
even down 1nto the seventh century we find, as in Isi-
dore Hispalensis, the ancient doubts repeated in the
West.

Constrained, from an unprejudiced inquiry, to
acknowledge that the testimony of the Alexan-
drian doctors did not, as commonly has been affirm-
ed, rest upon subjective private opinion, but upon the
strength of historical tradition, the external evidence for

8 Wherefore it has been ranked, not without reason, a nong
the other writings of the Apostle,
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the Pauline origin of our Epistle assumes to us, as it
has done to others among the later, and even latest,
critics, & much more favourable aspect. In aceord-
ance with this inquiry, we must pronounce, that the
historical evidence in favour of the Pauline origin, es-
pecially as that evidence is drawn from the Eastern
Church, decidedly preponderates. But, there remains
the inquiry, if the testimony of this portion of the
Church touching the author of the Epistle were un-
questionable, how came the opposite opinion to be
spread throughout the whole of the Western Church ?
Can we discover any accidental cause why, in it, Paul
was not acknowledged as the author? Could such a -
cause, with any degree of probability, be assigned, we
might be induced to admit it. This has been attempt-
®d to be done, both by the earlier and later defenders
of the Pauline origin. Storr has advanced an hypo-
thesis equally singular and improbable. According
to him, Marcion caused the rejection of the Epistle in
the West. It was peculiarly odious to the Western
anti-Judafstic Gmostics; to every thing, therefore,
which could be urged against its composition by Paul
that writer gave its utmost force: ere the Roman
Christians discovered his errors in doctrine, they had
allowed themselves to be persuaded by his eritical ar-
guments ; and, when he subsequently manifested he-
retical principles, it was no longer possible to eradi-
cate the doubts which he had sown.

So highly improbable is this hypothesis that it
scarcely deserves refutation; and it appears, indeed,
to be confined to its author. But that formerly main-
tained by Spanheim, Wetstein, &c., and lately develop-
ed, with peculiar acuteness, by Hug, I think more plau-
sible,—namely, that the opposition of the Western
Church to the Montanists expelled the belief of its Pau-
line origin. ' As the Montanists, like the Novatians in
latertimes, defended thestricteropinion of the first Chris-
tian communities, that the lapsi should not again be re-
ceived into communion with the Church, no passage
in the whole Scriptures appeared more strikingly to

c
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support that opinion than Heb. vi. 4. et seq. ; and seve-
ral writers mention that the Novatians did, in fact,
urge the passage in their favour. Ambrosius, De Peenit.
1. 2, c. 3.; Philastrius Haeres. 89.; Theodoret and
Chrysostom on Heb. vi. 4., &c. &c. The embarrass-
ment felt by the Latins in meeting this scriptural au-
thority induced them, it is supposed, to dispute, alto-
gether, the apostolic origin of the Epistle; whilst the
Greeks, as Hug expresses himself, “ like spectators less
concerned in the struggle,” were contented in depriv-
ing the heretics of that weapon in an exegetical way.
But, from the outset, suspicion is awakened against
the whole hypothesis, from the total absence of proof
that it was the practice of the Church altogether to
give up an acknowledged book of the New Testa-
ment, whenever that measure afforded a hope of wrest-
ing the weapons from the hands of heretical opponents.
It rather appears that refuge was taken in the most
forced interpretations, a course which was actually
pursued in :ﬁe exposition of Heb. vi. 4. But we may
add a still more decisive argument. The passage ad-
duced was, indeed, employed by the followers of No-
vatian in support of their doctrine, but neither Nova-
tian himself, nor Tertullian, the head of the- Montanist
party,hasdone so; nay, what is still more, aswe have al-
ready (p.4.), pointed out, Tertullian, in that very work
whose object is to refute the more lax opinions on pe-
nitence advanced in his earlier treatise, De Pcenitentia,
quotes the Epistle to the Hebrews as the production of
Barnabas, namely, in his book De Pugicitia, c. 20.
It was there his interest to give all possible impor-
tance to the Epistle; and he E(l)es so, in fact, by ad-
vancing every thing that may place the authorty of
Barnabas in a striking point of view. Still, he never
seeks to trace the Epistle to Paul, but brings his cita-
tion from it only as an appendix to the preceding
proofs from the Apostolicam Instrumentum, drawn'’
from the writings of Paul and John, and remarks, that
he merely wished ex redundantia one testimonium
superinducere. Now, had it been knomwn to this Father
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that the Epistle to the Hebrews had been ascribed to
Paul, it is inconceiveable that he should have left this
fact wholly unnoticed. Still less can we assume, un-
der these circumstances, that the Montanists and
Novatians should have forced the Western Church to
give up the opinions, until that time current, respect-
ing the author of the Epistle. For, of Novatian we
possess several pieces, in which occur numerous Bibli-
cal quotations. In none of these does he appeal to
the Epistle to the Hebrews ; but, as appears from the
Tractatus ad Novatianum haereticum, in Galland III.
p- 362—370 (a work whose author is unknown), his
main support was Matth. x. 33. Hence, Stuart, a late
and zealous defender of its production by the Apostle,
has not ventured, decidedly, to adopt this hypothesis.
In his first volume, p. 131., he says of it:—*“asa
matter of fact, this cannot be established by direct his-
torical evidence;” and further on, ‘ but, whatever
might have been the cause, that the Epistle was pretty
generally rejected by the Churches of the West the
fact that it was so cannot reasonably be disputed.”
Now, if neither this nor any other hypothesis impair
the force of the evidence of the West, if we must admit
it to possess a historical foundation as well as that of
the East, the accumulated evidence of the latter can
produce no decisive convictien, and we must grant the
ossibility that error was early introduced into the
Eastem tradition concerning the author of the Epistle.
Ireneeus, perhaps, among the Fathers, may be regarded
as the person on whom the most ancient opinion of
the East retained its hold.

§. 2.—INTERNAL EVIDENCE.

A.—Intimations respecting the Author drawn from
single pussages.

In investigations respecting the author of werks,
the genuineness of which is disputed, all the evi-
dence of one species commonly favours the suppos-
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ed author, while that of another kind militates against
him. But, in several parts of the series of evidence
concerning the writer of our Epistle, proofs equally
strong appear on either side. This is the case in the
internal evidence, when we endeavour to glean, from
detached passages, some indication of the person of its
author. We find, in the last chapter (Heb. xiii. 18,
19 (x. 34.) 23, 24.), a number of passages, all of
which appear to point out Paul as the writer. On the
other hand, the declaration, ch. ii. 3., seems to testify
most distinctly against him. That declaration, in
which the writer refers his knowledge of the Gospel,
not to our Lord himself, but, to those who had received
it immediately from Him, particularly when contrasted
with those declarations of St. Paul,Gal.i.1, 11, 16; ii.
63 2 Cor. xi. 5; xii. 15, seems altogether inappli-
cable to that A postle, who, at all times, strenuously insists
upon his being a witness of the truth, in dignity not
inferior even to those who had enjoyed immediate in-
tercourse with the Redeemer. - That single passage,
indeed, was regarded by such men as Luther, Calvin,
the Magdeburg Centuriators, and by many moderns,
as a decisive proof against the Pauline origin of the
Epistle. Nor is it easy to withhold assent from this
opinion, when we consider to what description of com-
munities the Fpistle was written, namely, to Jewish
Christians,—to the strictest Jewish Christians, by
whom the apostolic authority of the writer would the
most readily be questioned, and with whom it con-
cerned him, in as high a degree as with the Galatians,
to place in the strongest light his equality in authority
with the other witnesses of the Gospel (Comp. the
Exposit. of the passage).

While the force of that declaration will be readily
admitted, it must still be acknowledged that the evi-
dence to be found in ch. xiii., in_favour of Paul, pos-
sesses no inconsiderable weight. It may be said, that
those passages, taken together, place us in a historical
position where every thing concurs in pointing out
Paul as its author, and his imprisonment in Rome as
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the period of its composition. The writer is a prison-
er (the va dwoxarasradi vud may indeed be referred
to something else, such as liberation from imprison-
ment. the latter certainly is the more probable, and
would be placed beyond doubt were iz Seomois wev,
c. x. 34., a genuine reading),® he is in hope of being
restored, in a short time, to the community, he men-
tion® a person well known to them, Timothy, as his
friend and companion, with whom he should then
visit them, and, moreover, he sends a greeting from o/
&wd riig 'Irariag, which may be regarded as a designa-
tion of the Italians or Romans. How plainly does
this point, it may be said, to the first imprisonment of
the Apostle, nay even to the final period of it? At
_ that time, he hoped, as is shown by Philipp. ii. 24.
(i. 25.), and Philem. ver. 22., for a speedy release ;
Timothy had followed him thither froqn Ephesus, was
then in his vicinity, and aided him in the communities.
Col. i. 1.; Philem. 1.; Philipp. i. 12.; ii. 19, 20,
23. If, with Storr and Stuart, we take azorsrvuéior
(xiii. 23.) in the sense of dworeugdivre, we may ha-
zard the conjecture, with the last mentioned divine,
that Paul there speaks ofthe promised journey, Philipp.
ii. 23., which Timothy made to the Philip{)ians, to give
them precise intelligence of the favourable turn of his
affairs; he hoped to be completely freed by the time
of Timothy’s return, and then, with that faithful com-
panion to set out on his journey to the receivers of the
Epistle. Even if, with Hug, we understand dmohehuué-
vov as referring to liberation from imprisonment (cer-
tainly the only right meaning), it were easy to picture
to the mind the historical position of the writer. The
silence of the Acts of the Apostles respecting such an
imprisonment of Timothy were no valid reason for de-
nying it, as that faithful disciple might, certainly, in
his endeavours to propagate the Gospel in Rome, be

* Cramer, who adopts this reading, directs attention to the
frequency with which Paul makes mention of his bonds. Eph.
jii. 1.3 iv. 1.3 vi. 20. Philipp. i. 7, 13, 14, 16.; Col. iv. 18. ;
2 Tim. ii. 9.
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hﬂl“‘!‘!.(l&“l&.&.é"’h.i-ﬂﬂ The

workers 33 mo¢ vo ~osy o-rcerate with Paul, bat
cawre €0t emselves, Tav tave besz occasioned by their
Bt )tU:t. Ao, Zie Timeddvy Cezpe 1 30.), both
Yead freel = = ¢ ame Ia(Cal iv. 10, the
Arnistarckas wis soev=ruried the Apostle on his jour-
pey to Roze is mecnvoed as a *7.owr prisower, and
siras & ke I3 ver. of Polemcn. May not a
gmiar fare lhave overtakem Tr—othy 2 This com-
bimaticn of crvomstances. it must be ﬂowcd.pomess-
es a hizh degree of protablicy. as indeed the oppo-
nents of the aryuwmesnt themselves admit. while they
retreat upon the posicen. that it invelves no absolute
Recessily.d
Bat. it acquires aldidenal force from the inquiry,
what form the arrzment assumes if Paul be not the
author 2 If we adopt the affirmative. various certain
historical coincidences present themselves in the life of

Timothy ; but, assuming the negative, they instantly

- Onlv in that case, the time of his imprisonment must have
been q to the position of those Pauline Epistles
which were written in captivity; for, otherwise, Panl would
have mentioned Timoiby, as he has done Aristarchusand Epa-
phras, as sordiopmsms : from Phil pp. ii. 19, 23, also, Timothy ap-
pears to have been at liberty. Hence Tiilemont, although un-
necessarily, advances the conjecture that he was detained after
his journey to Macedonia : Mémoires pour servir, &c. Tom. ii.
p-144.and 542. Wemlght,vnthgmmrpmpnety appeal, agunst
this combination, to the expression, Heb. xiii. 23., iér vdxir
Texnras, which seems to point to an arrival from another city,
and, at the same time, is opposed to the ition of an im-
prioonmenc in Rome. But what if this faithful belper had been
arrested and detained in some distant part of the city, which,
according to Pliny, embraced, in the time of Vespasian, a cir-
cuit of three (German) mllu? What if, in the labours of his
mission, he had been seized in some plwe in the neighbour-
hond of the city ?

* Eichhorn (Einleit. jii. S. 458.). It is true that, when

the author of the Epistle promises to visit his readers in com-

L:ith Timothy, who does not, seeing Timothy was his com-

for many years, immediately thmk of Paul as the chief
tnnllor? But still, who could assume that he must be so ?”
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disappear. Nay, hitherto, it appears, the question has
never been proposed, whether it be probable that Ti-
mothy, during the life of the Apostle, or even after his
death, was ever connected as suvegyés with any other
apostolic man. Eichhorn holds this to be impossible
during the life of the Apostle, while Bleek thinks it
may very easily be conceived. Its impossibility we
will not affirm, though it is certainly far from probable.
After the death of Paul, however, Timothy appears to
have been permanent overseer of the community at
Ephesus. Can he, at that time, have undertaken any
new mission ? If so; we should find ourselves, at last,
driven to the hypothesis of Bertholdt, that this Timo-
thy was a quite different person from him generally
known by the name. But, disregarding the uncertain
tradition of a Timothy the son of Prudens and Pris-
cilla, no other Timothy is known to ecclesiastical an-
tiquity. An assumption so gratuitous has, therefore,
by Eichhorn, Bleek, and others been, with reason, re-
jected.
Now, while the argument for the composition of the
Epistle by Paul, during his imprisonment in Rome,
appears to have so much in its favour on this side, on
another, from which, according to the older view, it
derived one of its strongest supports, it becomes anew
doubtful. The expression corclovros budis oi ard siig
’Irarios was regarded, generally, by the older inter-
preters, as a periphrase of the gentile oi *Irahoi, as a de-
signation of the Italian communities, including those of
Rome. Respecting the linguistic proof, they appealed
to Raphel annot. ex Polyb. on Matth. xv. 1. Stuart
hag, lately, although in an unsatisfactory manner, un-
dertaken the defence of this opinion. 8till, even de-
feuders of the Pauline origin of the Epistle have now
abandoned it, as opposed to the principles of the lan-
guage ; and they conceive the phrase to denote those
members of the Italian communities who had come to
Rome. And, while Schulz strenuously maintains that
the phrase cannot possibly be regarded as a circumlo-



24 INTRODUCTION. [cm. 1.§. 2. B.

cution for gentile, Bleek looks upon this as decided, and
says: “ From roiy awd t#; "Iraling the writer could
send a greeting only if he were himself in another
country, and not in Jtaly.” Should this be granted,
there would still remain, as Bleek admits, the way of
escape taken by Storr and Hug. But we feel con-
strained to adopt another opinion. Oi &=t equally
with oj éz—as certainly éx and d=¢ have, in so many
respects, a like meaning—may be used as a circumlo-
cution, and particularly for gentile. See the Expos. of
xiii. 24. 'We must, therefore, regard that view of the
phrase as admissible, avowing, at the same time, that
the exposition general among the latest interpreters,
namely, ¢ persons come from Italy, fugitives from
Italy,” has a far greater appearance of truth. See
Expos. of xiii. 24.

At this st;{e of the inquiry, it appears, that the
proofs derived from this department of the internal
evidence for and against nearly balance one another.
But, it must be confessed that, while the reasons last
exhibited for the Pauline origin only render that view
plausible, without depriving the opposite of probability,
the proofs formerly advanced against it cut off even
the possibility of Paul being the author.

B.—The Doctrinal Contents of the Epistle.

The opinion, that an essential difference exists be-
tween our Epistle and the Epistles of Paul, can hardly
be entertained by any one versed in that Apostle’s
writings. Origen perceived in it the vojuara of Paul ;
and, although, at the period of the Reformation, such
men as Luther and Calvin conceived that some single

es, agii. 3.; vi. 1, 2.; vi. 4—8.; xii. 17., contra-
di the doctrinal views of the Apostle, as expressed
in other places, they yet acknowledged, upon the whole,

* Morefully : oi wagivess &ws, as Demosthenes, De rebus Cher-
sonesi, p. 93, 11, &5 Paosr o/ wagivess dws Maxsdovias.
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that its contents were Pauline. We cannot, therefore,
wonder, if later defenders of the Epistle have adduced
the harmony of its doetrines with those of Paul as a
fundamental argument for its Pauline origin. So
Cramer (p. 68., &c.), Meyer (whom Schulz opposes),
in the treatise : Of some internal reasons for the com-
position of the Epistle to the Hebrews by Paul, in the
3d Art. of the 2d vol. of the Theol. Journal, by Am-
mon and Bertholdt ; Steudel, in his Review of Schulz ;
and particularly Hug, p. 461, &e.

In marked contrast to the opinion, until this period,
generally prevalent respecting the doctrine of the Epis-
tle, is that of some of the modern ecritics, as Bertholdt,
Schulz, Seyffarth, in part De Wette (Introd. p. 299.),
and Schott, Isagoge, p. 345., &c. Of these Schulz de-
parts the farthest from the ancient opinion. He ad-
vances the peculiar notion, that the Epistle is the pro-
duction of an author belonging to a mystical, Judaeo-
Christian sect, which had departed in many respects
from the general Christian doctrines, and particularly
from those of Paul. While the constant theme of that
Apostle is the abrogation of the Old Law, our author is
thought by him to remain altogether on Jewish soil,
and, by mystical expositions, to endeavour to perpe-
tuate Judaism. With him, the difference between
Judaism and Christianity consists only in these two
things—the first, that the dignity of high-priest was
transferred from the tribe of Levi to Christ, who at-
tained this dignity after the manner of Melchisedec ;—
the second, that Christianity supplies more certain
knowledge of eternal life: but that, in the life after
the present, there shall just be a sublimer temple-wor-
ship, a higher Judaism.

This peculiar view, however, is still confined to its
author. It is opposed by De Wette, in his treatise on
the Symbolico-typical scheme of doctrine of the Epistle,
in which he observes (p. 5.), * I consider the writer's
views of Christianity to be, in the main, the same as
those entertained by Paul.” And the author of this
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opinion having himself withdrawn it, we meed enter
no further on its refutation.® ’

That no essential difference exists between the doc-
trines of our Epistle, and those of Paul, is now admit-
ted even by the later opponents of its Pauline origin.
Bleek declares (p. 303.), that, “ in respect of the ideas,
and the whole circle of thought, our Epistle has an af-

Jinity with no other writings in the New Testament so
great as with those of Paul” Besides the difference
of doctrine, alleged by Schulz alone, some other di-
versities have been pointed out—for instance, that our
author knows nothing of the calling of the heathen,
one of the main topics of Paul—that he pays no regard
to the doctrine of the resurrection of Christ, so impor-
tant a subject in the doctrinal type of the Apostle—
that he employs the terminus wiorig with an essentially
different meaning, &c. Bleek shows, with regard
to these alleged differences, that, even if they do exist,
they are not of so much importance as some imagine.
Bleek, p. 303., &c. And as to the typical scheme of
doctrine, it proves nothing ; for, although that be more
rare in the writings of Paul (Gal. iv. 21—31. Rom.
v. 14. 1 Cor. x. 1—6.), we must at the same time take
into account, that no other of his epistles is addressed
exclusively to Judeeo-Christians, and, that the whole
tendency of this composition, the object of which is to
point out the Christian ideas veiled in the Old Tes-

* Dr. Schulz, some years ago, gave the following explanation,
with reference to his Lbours on the Epistle to the Hebrews, in
the ‘ Studien und Krtifken, ii. 3. 8, 618. “If the great ohject
of these labours (to prove that Paul was not the author) be at-
tained, the conjectures which the author advanced at the same
time, and which now appear to himself untenable, may be set
aside, as the reviewer (8chulz) sees not without satisfaction, that
his production, defective in several points, may be looked up-
on as superfluous since the publication of the far more compre-
hensive and profound treatise of M. Bleek.” It is so much the
more striking, that Dr. Grossman (De Philos. Jud. sacre ves-
tigiis in ep. ad Hebr. 1833,) has come forward as the defender.
of the opinion, which Schulz himself has abandoned.
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tament, gave especial occasion for the employment

of type. But, in return, it is worthy of remark, that, .
with the exception of the passing allusion, 1 Pet. iii. *
21., typic is employed by no other apostolic writer, if .
reference to typical prophecies be not alleged, or the 1
declaration of Christ, John iii. 14., which, however, in
respect of form,is a comparison.

‘We proceed, therefore, upon the fact of its being
generally admitted, that the doctrine of our Epistle is
not essentially different from the Pauline doctrinal type,
but rather that a very considerable number of declara-
tions may be pointed out in which its author agrees,
exclusively, with Paul. These accordant doctrinal
points have not, hitherto, been satisfactorily collected,
Bleek himself having cited them mingled with passa-
ges which agree with them only in the expression, p.316.
Leaving the more doubtful, let us direct our attention
only to the following instances of agreement in doctrine.
1. God the principle and the end of all beings, ii. 10,
Comp. Rom. xi. 36.; 1 Cor. viii. 6.—II. The doc-
trine of Christ as ¢/xwv of God, and Mediator in the
creation of the world (peculiar to Paul, and, in a mo-
dified form, to John), 1. 1—38. Comp. 2 Cor. iv. 4.;

-Col. i. 15, 16.—III. The doctrine of Christ’s humilia~
tion and His consequent exaltation, i. 4. ; ii. & Comp.
Philipp. ii. 8, 9.—IV. That Christ has deprived death
of his power, ii. 14. Comp. 1 Cor. xv. 54, 55, 57; 2
Tim. i. 10.—V. That Christ died, once for all, for sin,
and is, therefore, now raised above all suffering, ix.
26, 28.; x. 12. Comp. Rom. vi. 9, 10.—V1I. Christ
is the Mediator, usairns, betweed God and men, also
itgsvg in the Epistle to the Hebrews, in which, as we
shall presently see, there is some difference from, but
also an agreement with, the idea peculiar to Paul.—
VII. The doctrine, that Christ having completed the
work of redemption has exalted Himself above the hea-
vens, vii. 26.; iv. 14. Comp, Ephes. iv. 10.—VIIIL.
That He now intercedes for us with the Father (1 John
ii. 2., in a modified form), vii. 25. Comp. Rom. viii.
34.—IX. That He shall reign at the right hand of the
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Father, until he subdue all opposing hostile powers,
x. 12, 13. Comp. 1 Cor. xv. 25.—X. That He will
reappear to judge mankind, but for the salvation of
them that look for Him, ix. 27, 28. Comp. Titus ii.
13.; 2 Tim. iv. 1, 8. Rom. viii. 24. ; xiii. 11.—XI.
That the Old Covenant was but a shadow of the good
things of the New. viii. 5.; x. 1. Comp. Col. ii. 17.
—XII. That the Old Covenant and the New stand to-
wards each other in the relation of gdpf and #viue,
that the former purifies outwardly, but does not give
life, that it is merely an educational institution, vii.
16, 18, 19.; ix. 9, 10, 13.; viii. 7.; x. 14, 16, 20.
Comp. Rom. ii. 29.; 2 Cor. iii. 6, 7.5 Gal. iii. 3,24. ;
iv. 3, 9.—XIII. That free access to the Father was
first obtained by Christ, x. 19. Comp. Eph. ii. 18.
Rom. v.2.—X1V. Accordance with the Pauline Triad,
Faith, Love, Hope, vi. 10, 11.; x.22,23,24. Comp.
also the Exposition of vi. 4,5. Bleek, in order toshow
that isolated agreements do not prove identity of au-
thor, appeals to the parallels which the 1st Epistle of
Peter has with the Epistles of Paul, and that of James
with the 1st of Peter. But, the affinities being incom-
parably less, the instance, in the present case, is in-
admissible. ' ‘

We have already remarked, that the doctrinal type
of the Epistle to the Hebrews differs not essentially
from the Pauline; but unessential differences, certain
peculiarities of doctrine, that Epistle must be admitted
to contain. The following three points we consider
the most important :—1. That the Epistle, notwith-
standing various occasions for the introduction of the
subject, never once mentions the importance of Christ’s
resurrection. 2. That the idea of a mediator, which
is certainly known to Paul, and differs not essentially
from that of the iegels (comp. Heb. xii, 24.), is yet
never brought forward, in the writings of the Apostle,
in this latter form. It might be supposed that, when
once the idea of the Messiah’s priesthood was present
to the Apostle’s mind under the grand form in which
we behold it in our Epistle, it would more frequently
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have appeared in his doctrinal epistles. 3. That
the @iorig, in this Epistle, is essentially different from
the Pauline, may be shewn by proofs still more mani-
fest than those adduced by Bleek: and, certainly, it
may be admitted that the want of the contrast
of viwos and wicrig, fpye wiorews xad véuou in it, is
somewhat striking. For, since the error of the re-
ceivers of the Epistle consisted wholly in a foolish
clinging to the égya viuou, from which they might
have been delivered throu%l the dixasoolvn wiorsws, it
must strike every one that Paul, if he be the author,
never employs this form of polemics. Perhaps it
might be added, that the employment of typical pro-
phecy, and of type, in general, is carried further in
this Epistle than can be expected from Paul, but
that is the question.

. After all, there are still found in the doctrines of
our Epistle, and the Epistles of Paul, incomparably
more coincidences than discrepancies. Does this cir-
cumstance lend peculiar support to the assumption of
its Pauline origin? No sure proof, certainly, can be
drawn from it ; for the supposition of an intimate dis-
ciple, a companion of the Apostle’s being the author,
would sufficiently explain the agreements, since, even
in the gospel of Luke, treating of the history of Jesus,
the dependance of doctrinal type cannot be mistaken,
although the reasons for bringing it forward at all
were very slight. And, the existence of peculiarities
in a general coincidence of doctrine is a circumstance
precisely of such a nature as to induce the conclusion,
that a disciple of the great Apostle of the Gentiles was
the author rather than that Apostle himself.

. C.—The Language and Style.

‘We are now come to that property of the Epistle
which gave rise to the first doubts respecting its
Pauline origin. As we have seen above (p. 5.), the
phileloger Origen, who, in many places (for example,
in his work ITegi svfic), hasshewn his critical acquain-
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tance with the linguistic characteristics of Greek, was
induced, because the éziororsy oudéces s AtEswg EAAn-
nxarsga, to ascribe the embodying of these Pauline
thoughts not to Paul himself but to another person.
For the same reason, Clement of Alexandria supposed
Luke to have translated the Epistle from the Hebrew;
and others, even in the time of Origen, designate Luke
as its author ;—an opinion capable of being supported,
inasmuch as a great portion of the dzaf Asydusve of
the Epistle are only found in that Evangelist. Comp.’
Grotius in the Preeloqu. to the Epistle to the Hebrews;
Schott, ZIsagoge, p. 363., and particularly Stein,
Comm. zum Evang. des Lukas, where the single
words are given, as well as the constructions, in
which Luke coincides with the Epistle to the He-
brews.

Let us now inquire how this Epistle stands to the
cpistles of Paul in respect of language.—I. In respect
of single words and phrases.—II. In respect of the
connection of sentences, or style. But, previous to this
inquiry, we must institute another, neither attempted
by Winer, who omits, in his Grammar, the essential
point of an estimate of the Grecity of the various New
Testament writers, nor by Bleek, who has not, in ge-
neral, goneso largely, or profoundly, into the discussion
of the language as could have been desired, the in-
quiry, namely, how near this Epistle actually approaches
to that classical purity for which it has so often been
admired; and whether, in this respect, it be essentially
different from the other New Testament, but, particu-
larly, the Pauline writings.

On this subject, dissent appears to have hitherto
prevailed among exegetical writers on the New Testa-
ment. Some of these discover so great a difference
between the degree of purity in the language of our
Epistle, and that of the other epistles, that Bohme,
p. 14, declares, ¢ stabit, ut opinamur, sententia, epis-
tolam omnibus reliquis N. T. scriptis adeo praestare
tum rebus tum arte et eloquentia atque grammatica
orationis integritate, ut nemo omnium, qui ad sa-
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crum illam codicem aliquid operis contulerint, hujus
auctor esse videatur.” On tr:a other hand, Henr.
Planck, in his treatise, De vera natura atque indole
orationis Graecae N. T., says, “ qui de Hellenismi
sacri natura atque indole agere .instituebant, mea
sententia illud primum ponere debebant, quod non
sermone culto perpolitoque, quo scriptores eruditi usi
reperiuntur, sed eo potius, (é:li in usu quotidiano
vitaeque communis consuetudine obtinuit, exarati
sunt libri N. T. Neque Paulum excipio . . . . .. .
‘ de ceteris res ipsa loquitur, quibus praeter communem
loquendi rationem, qua usi sunt, ne innotuit quidem
melior oratio.”

If, in pronouncing this opinion, the eminently learn-
ed author of that treatise had not altogether forgotten
the Epistle to the Hebrews (which he really appears
to have done), he. either regarded it as Pauline, and
placed it on an equality, in language, with the writings
of Paul, or he has assigned to it a rank even inferior
to theirs. At any rate, it is an impropriety in language
to speak of the Classicity of the diction of the Apostle,
since that epithet was applied to no authors later than
the Alexandrian period. Were we to inquire, whether
its language be pure Greek, we could only apply the
xovoi to it as a rule. Among these xovoi, again, we
should be obliged to distinguish between those who
particularly cultivated a purer diction, as Arrian, Lu-
cian, Aeclian, and those who, like Artemidorus and
Appian, were negligent of elegance. Now, certainly,
the author of our Epistle can be classed only among
the latter :* and even from the style of these writers

* Comp., for instance, dixariw, Heb. vii. 6,9, for which the
genuine Greek has Jdixarsiw, Xenoph. Anab. v. 3, 9. Herod.
vii, 132. ; ivdvrapéw ii. 34 (the verbs in sw, borrowed from the
Doric, and hence frequent in Pindar, have a growing predomi-
nancy in the later Greek); ysmS1is instead of ysviusves, vi.
4. ; the formation of the II. Aor. according to the termination
of the L. Aor., Heb. ix. 12. ; g1dss3as vi. 5., like John ii. 9.,
and nowhere else in the New Testament, with the accusative
instead of the genitive, &c.
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his diction is disadvantageously distinguished by cer-
tain lexicographical and grammatical peculiarities which
betray his descent from the Jewish nation.

Respecting these Hebraisms, indeed, the more re-
cent critics have widely differed. Bleek has been able
to find no other instances than the frequently recurring
circumlocution of the adjective notion by the genitive
of the substantive, iv. 2.; v.13.; vi. 1.: while Stuart

. has reckoned up no less than five long pages of them,
by which, as he conceives, he has completely demolished
the opinion of Origen on the Grecity of the Epistle.
But, in selecting his citations, the learned American
has not been guided by sound canons of linguistic cri-
ticism. All those religious termini which have passed
from the Old Testament into the Theological and Chris-
tian language of the European nations, as well as into
the usage of the Greek, are cited by him as Hebraisms :
en doxdrou Ty nuepiy, xAngoviwos, S6fa (among the
Greeks opinion, meaning), oixovuivy mérdovoa, ayialem,
oast nei alpo, &dihpel dyio, &c. But such fermini
are likewise found in portions of the New Testament
of the purest diction, as in Acts xxvi., v0 dwdexd@uhoy,
rd Gvopa "Incol, oi diyior, xAigog év Tois Ayroopivors, &c.
Where the lexicology is concerned, he should rather
haveshown that, in our Epistle, a Hebraism is employed
to express an idea for which the Greeks had a current
term. No instances of this kind can be pointed out,
save the following: ch.i. 1.; ii. 2.; ix. 19., and others;
Aarsd of Divine revelations, as \Q%7; ii. 9., ysbeadas

Savdrov; ameded-amorey () iid. 18I. ; iv.11.; xi. 3], ;
vi. 5., giiue, in the meaning of promise; vii. 1., xor7,
strages, where, however, the author’s reference is ac-
cording to the LXX. ; vii. 5., éZéoxeaa ix riis doplog;
xi. 8., id¢iv Jcvarov, and, in the same passage, according
to the Iebrew text, oby slsioxero; xii. 11., xapmds
wipnuxig (?); xii. 19., as an Old Testament remini-
seence, wn aogredivan abrois Aéyov; xiil. 9., weartared év;
renminiseence, xiii. 15., xasris gskéar; xiil. 21., évdmiov,

Regarding the grammatical Hebraisms, much is
questionable ; still, in addition to the peculiarity re-
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marked by Bleek, several passages may be adduced,
év v dmosrirau, iii. 12., the non-declension of foreign
names, Aagdy, vil. 11.1x. 4., XeovBiu, ix. 5., "Tipixt,
xi. 30., and, according to one reading, 3 "ABeA, xii. 24.
In Josephus, for instance, there 1s, instead of these
forms, the Greek dedlension of the names, e. g. Xsgov-
Beiz (Paul likewise omits the declension generally ; in
one passage, the only one in the New Testament, he
has—3ardy, instead of Sarasds or Saroud in the geni-
tive, 2 Cor. xii. 7.) ; ¢/g xaion vi. 8., instead of % xaias ;
AeufSdver sig whng. xi. 8. ; xii. 9. the xai; xii. 18., ynie-
pauevor (2).

It may, therefore, be affirmed that, of all the New
Testament writings, perhaps only the second half of the
Acts of the Apostles can vie with our Epistle in purity
of diction. Even this general linguistic character, how-
ever, makes us infer that its author was not St. Paul ;
while, in addition to it, there come certain distinct iso-
lated diversities.

_The proof from nords and phrases has been so con-
ducted gy Schulz and Seyffarth, as to expose the lat-
ter to the charge of mechanism. It is only by such a
method, indeed, that these writers have succeeded
in collecting 8o great a mass of differences. Schulz
fills one-and-twenty pages, and Seyffarth eight-and-
iwenty paragraphs, with this department of proof.
Supported by a good Concordance, Stuart has, with
commendable industry, followed these differences into
every particular case. But, in bringing forward his
counter-proof, he has laid himself open to a still heavier

of mechanism. When Schulz cites fifleen ex-
amples in which the Epistle to the Hebrews differs in
its mode of expression generally from the Epistles of
Paul, Stuart adduces fve-ard-a-half pages of pecu-
Liarities in exfression from 1 Cor. alone; when Seyf-
farth cites 118 daaf Aeyéueva from the Epistle to
the Hebrews, Stuart opposes to them 230 draf Ae-
yéusve. from 1 Cor., which contains only three chapters
more than the Epistle to the Hebrews. Stuart values
himself not a little on this ** matter of fact” proof;

D
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which, indeed, among Lis own commtymen, accestemed
revivals and how mamy huif revivals there are m a pro-
vinee, may have ocopmadershle weirht B, the re-
mark of Cicero, that the dd'en&mq;ﬁ;kp' "b-e
not sxmerandi but posderands. B o the -
fichulz prove whem he shows that Panl commonly em-
ploys 2774z, while the Epistle to the Hebrews, for this
expression (in ope place !), x. 24, has cwzloonés; or
Seyflarth, when, a8 dral 7.:yixoa from the xi. chap,
be cites rupzarilen, prrwvi, tizna, where the author
:rkloflo many things never mentianed by Paul ?

when Stuart, in his five-and-a-half pages of pecu-
liar phrases, from 1 Cor., includes the y7.wssws 2ahch 2
The true path in conducting this proof has been pur-
sued by Bleek. To the evidence for the non-Pauline
origin of the Epistle, drawn from singlé words, he as-
ligf!u a very subordinate importance, contenting him-
self with citing only siz examples, from the great num-
her of pr ed peculiarities of language. He, very
properly, draws attention to a circumstance which
weakens, in a great degree, the proof from the differ-
ent usages of words and phrases,—viz., that our Epistle
helongs to a genus dicend; different from that of the Pau-
line Kpistles; for, while, in these, with the exception of
the private epistles, the dialectic character prevails, our
Lpintle is of the ruETORICAL gENUS dicendi ; and,in this
view of it he shows many things to be necessary which
might otherwise appear remarkable. In the first place,
the sompleto ubsence of those formulee of the Rabbini-
cal dinloctios, with which the apostle of the heathen is
KO vonversant s £ 0 dpoliwey; desiy oby, CAN épel w1, A
dyvorlra § un yivorro, violv; vi ydg ; &c. And, again, the

& Juhn i equally unoritien] when, in his treatise (in other
reaperta a0 mnriun{oun)‘ in Bengel's Journal, he reckons up,
amng the four hundred waf Avyouira, which he collected
i the Pentutench, the names of the unclean beasts, and the
epprratun of the tabornaole, Where dvaf resdusra occur, there
will dwal Aoy dmira cortainly be found. °
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employment of more sonorous, and poetical expressions,
a8 ueyaAwelbym, uwiodaxodosic, Sgxwmoosion, aimaTEx)udio,
ToAvusgldg xoui ToAuTpéTWG, 1) shasgiorares auogria, 6 Tie
miovews Gexnyds xei viduwsrng, {wd dxardAuvseg, &c.
Among these we may reckon the use of xxed with the
accusative, joined with a comparative, in instituting a
comparison, i. 4. ix. 23. xi. 4. xii. 24. Cemp. iv.
12., éoov rocovro i. 4. vil. 20, 22. viii. 6. x. 25.
And, to mention it once for all,—we may here add, the
more perfect construction of the sentences, and the
calm, solemn tone of the Epistle, which forms so strong
a contrast with the vivacity of Paul.

It may appear as if, with this admission, the whole
argument which the opponents of the Pauline origin
have hitherto derived Eom the great dissimilarity in
the style of the Epistle were given up. But, it is not
so. On the contrary, it is precisely from the fact,
that we nowhere find this oratorical character in the
writings of Paul, that we may conclude he was not
the author of it. Philastrius has already remarked

- this in speaking of our Epistle (Haer. 89.), “ et in
ea quia rhelorice scripsit, sermone plausibili, inde non
putant ejusdem apostoli.” But we will enter more
fully into the discussion of this point, when we come
to treat of the construetion of sentences.

The peculiarities of expression, from which Bleek
concéives he is able to prove most satisfactorily that
Paul is not the author, are the following :—

1.) “ The frequent use of #&¢in the Sing., ix. 19. ii:
9. Comp. with 2 Cor. v.156. 1 Tim. ii. 6. He cites
but these two instances ; and, on the second only, as a
geculiar usage, does he lay any stress. We must, there-
ore, suppose, that it was not his intention, like Schulz,
to point out, inii. 9., the frefquent but the peculiar usage.
And with good reason: for, as to the frequen: use,
Stuart has, in six chapters of the Epistle to the Ephe-
sians, found =@ three-and-twenty times, inthe singular,
whereas, in our Epistle, with thirteen chapters, it occurs
only sixteen times. However, that one unexpected in-
stance of the use of the singular every one, for the
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plural all, can decide nothing, and that so much the
more as the same form occurs in other passages of the
New Testament. See Comm. ii. 9.

2.) “° 03w, in the signification of whkerefore, ii. 17.
Hi. 1. vil. 25. viii 3. ix. 18. xi. 19. This occurs
in Luke once, but never in Panl, although his constant
arguments gave 0 much occasion for the employment
of icles.” In Paul we invariably find & roiro, &,
Siore,

3.) “’Edvrp, if indeed, provided, iii. 6, 14. vi. 4.,
is never used bgy Paul, who, in the like combination,
employs sys, which is not found i our Epistle.” It
is only in connection with other instances that any
weight can be attached to this :—Paul has sfag five
times.

4.) « Eig 3 dmyexic, vii. 3. x. 1,-12, 14. Else-
where it does not occur, either in the writings of Paal,
or in any other part of the New Testament. Nor do
we find in Paul e/¢ rd surrsric, Heb. vii. 25, or dia-
7avris, Heb. ix. 6. xiii. 15., except in Rom. xi. 10,
in a citation from the Old Testament. He most fre-
quently employs wdrrors,” a of the declining
period of Greek. SeeSturz, De dial. Maced. p. 187.
59.

5.) ¢ Kadilen, always with am intransitive meaning,
to sit, i. 3. wiid. 1. x. 12. xii. 2.: but, in Paul,
with a transitive sense fo set, as well as ovyxadiden.”
Bleek has overlooked 2 Thess. ii. 4., where xaYicas is
intransitive—supposing that we do not read airiv.

8.) “ Ilapd, with the ace., along with compara-
tives. See p. 35.

It is obvious that some of these positions are not yet
established. At the same time, it is not requisite that
every such voucher should contain complete proof
in itself, the concurrence of many heightening their
power: hence Bleek, inhis copious Introduction, ought
to have included all other instances ing, accord-
mgb.to his opinion, any force as evidence.—Our limits
forbidding us to enlarge on this point, we will men-
tion only a few more of these proofs of diversity in
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the use of single words and phrases, which may, as we
conceive, have some weight, even when individually
taken. To these belongs the classical construction,
hitherto unobserved, so far as we know, of xovwvéw
with the gen. rei, in our Epistle, ii. 14. ; whereas Paul,
as well as Peter and John, connect it with the dat. rei.
Rom. xv. 27. 1 Tim. v.22. 1 Peteriv.13. 2John
11. This construction occurs in no author before the
time of Christ, although it is often employed by infe-
rior writers under the declining Grecity, as in Achmet
(+ 1080), Oneirocr. c. 118 : xomwvioes sfi xoe@ abrol.
Schulz has remarked, moreover, that the use of uaxgo-
Svuie and wexgoeduusiy, vi. 12, 15., is quite peculiar, as it
marks patient waiting for, perseverance. In Paul's
writings, and elsewhere i the New Testament, this
word frequently occurs; but, except, perhaps, in James,
v. 10., Comp. 11., never with this meaning. We
might, indees, affirm, with Schulz, that Paul would
have here employed Umouovi, a word of so frequent
recurrence in his writings (Comp. Rom. viii. 25.).
Besides, there is found, a circumstance never hitherto
remarked, the word oxéro; eight-and-twenty times in
the other books of the New Testament, Paul using it
eleven times, and always in the neuter form 3 oxérog;
but, in the only passage, in Hebrews, where it is met
with, xii. 18., it has the more Attic masculine form.
Comp. Porson on Eur. Hec. v. 821.

Respecting the appellations of Christ, Schulz has
not been suéci'ently cautious in conducting his proofs.
Heasserts, thatthe constant, and characteristic, formulee
with Paul are 6 x0grog 7juév " Incols Xpiords, Xprords "Inaoig
0 xigiog nuiy, "Tnsols Xerordg 6 xbpiog nuiv, and that the
Epistle to the Hebrews has only iwice (x. 10. xiii.
21.) "Inools Xgioric, and only once 6 xlprog fuiy *Ingols.
We must, first of all, remark, that 'In00¢ Xpiorés occurs
likewise in xiii. 8., where it cannot be set aside as a quo-
tation, and, that respectable authorities have it also in
iii. 1. Bat then, Stuart reckons, that the whole num-
ber of those compound appellatives, pointed out by
Schulz,* as characteristic Pauline formule, amounts
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but to sixty-eight, in the Pauline Epistles, while the
simple 6 xlgioc occurs 147, and Xporé; 198 times.
To this proof also Bleek allows no importance,—and,
apparently, for these two reasons : 1. That we might
certainly expect more frequently the formule com-
pounded with ziorog: 2. That Paul employs dispro-

ortionably seldom the simple name ¢ 'Incotc. In the
EJ istle to the Romans it occurs ¢wice, iii. 26. viii. 11.3
whereas the compound formule are found thirty-six
times ; in 1 Cor. 'Incols occurs once, xii. 3.; on the
other hand, the compound formule appear twenty-six
times, &c. But, in our Epistle, ¢ "Indols occurs seven
times, ii. 9. vi. 20. wvi. 22. x. 19. xii. 2, 24.
xiii. 12. This is certainly remarkable, for, in the
other New Testament Epistles, in those of Peter, John,
and in the Epistle of Jude only, the compound for-
mulee are found. And, perhaps, we may regard
another phraseological observation of Schulz, adopted
by Winer into his Grammar (p. 273), as not to be
relied on, viz. that Paul expressed the idea of purpose,
object, end, by sis, and wpég, with the infinitive, while
substantives are preferred in the Epistle to the He-
brews. A priori, perhaps, this might be expected,
the infinitive construction being, in such a case, more
Hebraic; but, at the same time, it is by no means un-
Grecian; and, while 1 Cor. presents five instances of
this construction, there are seven found in our Epistle,
i, 17, vih. 25. wiii. 3. ix, 14, 28. xii. 10. xiii.
21. In the Epistle to the Romans, indeed, /s 76 is
found fifteen times, while in 2 Cor., which contains
the same number of chapters as our Epistle, the phrase
occurs only four times, and, therefore, three times
seldomer than in Hebrews.

‘We have, hitherto, treated of words and phrases not
of a dogmatic character ; we come now to estimate the
dogmatic terminology of the Epistle. We have seen
that the ideas contained init are Pauline, the questionis,
are these ideas expressed in the termini technici peculiar

to the Apostle? In respect of the most important part
~f the inquiry we must answer—No : and this very cir-
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cumstance awakens a strong suspicion of the compo-
sition of the Epistle by Paul. Here and there, we cer-
tainly find in it dogmatic Zermini which are peculiarly
Pauline. The use of xavydddas, xavynore, rabynua
(Comp. on the other band James iv. 16., but; ii. 13.,
the comp. ), expressive of the exulting and triumphant
Joy of Christians (Cornp. our Expos. of Heb. iii. 6.),
is quite peculiar to the Apostle of the Gentiles; in this
meaning the word occurs besides only in Heb. iii. 6.
Peculiar to Paul is dixauoslvy éx tiorswg, dic aiorswg
Xegiorob, éxi rfj wiora &c. 3 and, quite analogous, our
Ebpistle has xi. 7., 7 xaré wisriv dixaoshvy. Paul alone
expresses the continuing activity of Christ for the sal-
vation of His own by éirvyyavens, Rom. viii. 34, in
like manner Heb. vii. 25. Christ is called by Paul
only eixwy sob ©¢ot, 2 Cor. iv. 4. Col. i. 156. Our
Epistle has, i. 3., the corresponding, but, as be-
comes its oratorical style, more solemn expression,
amabyacua, yagaxris. Of the various yasisuara, as
Sraugiasrs mwvmarog, 1 Cor. xii. 4., Comp. wusprouol
msbuaros dyiou, Heb. ii. 4,, Paul alone speaks.
predicate ¢ Osds rif eigAng, Rom. xv. 33. xvi. 20. 2
Cor. xiii. 11.  Philipp.iv. 9. 1 Thess. v. 23., Comp.
¢ Heb. xiii. 20., is known only to Paul. The Chris-
-tian’s life of faith is by Paul alone represented as a
contest, aydy, 1Tim. vi. 12. 2 Tim. 1v. 7, 8. Comp.
Heb. xii. 1., &c. 8till, while we occasionally meet
with such Pauline fermini, we find, precisely in the
leading ideas of the Epistle, a terminology gifferent
from that of Paul. We have already remarked (p.
28.), that Paul nowhere,and our Epistle alone; denomi-
nates Christ a Priest. Paul may have understood the
same thing by his expression uegirng, but we shall look
in vain in his writings either for the term isgebg, or for
the development of the idea expressed by it. Again,
the designation of Christ as woiu#v, Heb. xiii. 20., as
well as awéororog, Heb. iii. 1., and the use of sworoyic,
which is confined to our Epistle, Heb. iii. 1. iv. 14. x,
23., and of éyyilenw v ©cd, Heb. vii. 19., &c. is
foreign to the Apostle of the Gentiles. But the pecu-
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liar ferminus seheioiy, with its derivatives, is particular-
ly striking. Nowhere does Paul employ it in the sense
there intended ; Phil. iii. 12., strictly speaking, does
not belong to this class of words,  In John reAcsioby is
likewise frequent, but, with another application. The
whole work of redemption, subjective as well as objec-
tive, is denoted in our Epistle by this comprehensive
terminus. See App.IL. At the same time, the whole
doctrinal scheme of the resurrection ishere as intimately
dependent on it, as the Pauline system on the Pauline
expressions &rxoueslvy éx véuov and éx wiorswg, that of
John on dydwn, {wn, i, and that of James on the
opposition of wisri and igye. For this reason, we can-
not assume that this expression was employed but
once, accidentally, by Paul, and that, elsewhere, he a-
dopted different terms. Had he ever contemplated re-
demption under this aspect, some traces of his thoughts,
we cannot help believing, must infallibly have been
found in other parts of his writings. -

‘We come now to the consideration of the style.

. This is oratorical, and, of the genus denominated by the

Romans magnificum, by the Greeks usyarorpixis, or
ocuviv. The quotation from Philastrius (p. 35.) shews,
that this charaeteristic of its diction was remarked
even by the ancients, and already raised in them a
suspicion that the Epistle was not written by Paul.
‘We formerly ohserves that this quality of style ex-
ercised an influenee on the ehoice of single wards
and phrases. A style in which numerus is an essential
requisite, selects, in order to attain its object, more so-
norous, more poetical expressions, has, says Cicero,
etiam in oratiore poeticum aliquod verbwm dignitatem,
prefers antiguated and rarer words to more current
terms,—as reor, auiumo,in the Orations of Cicero,—
and presents, in eongequence, a more varied connection
of sentenees, and a greater variety in the use of par-
ticles, than the ordinary stylus tenuis. Having already
(p. 35.) given proofs of the first of these peints, we
will here speak only of the particles in our Epistle.

Among the New Testament writers, John has made
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the least use of the opulence of the Greek in Particles.
His discourse goes on with the unvaried ojv and 8,
here and there, only, appears a xairos e, John iv. 1.,
or his more ready uévros, and once Suws pévror. This
opulence of the Greek is most conspicuously disglayed in
the Acts'of the Apostles, and in this Epistle. Between
these two compositions and John stands Paul, whose
dialectic method did not allow him to dispense with the
Particles. With Paul and the Acts of the Apostles,
our Epistle has, in common, the very frequent use of
the adjunctive r¢ (in Hebrews nineteen times, in Matth.
only twice, in John once), and that, too, the connective
v¢ a3 well as re—aai; besides, the conclusive and cau-
sal particles xa! ydg, soivuy (in James once), roryagoiy
(in our Epistle, and only once in Paul), &4 (in Matth.
once only, but oftener in Peter), &c. A singularity
in our author’s diction is the frequent use of yayg, even
in passages where other conjunctions might have been
expected, ii. 5, ii. 3. v.1.13. vii. 12. 13. viii
4. That the Epistle is distinguished by the peculiar
use of the particles, and, at the same time, by a know-
ledge of the more elegant usages of the Greeks, is
further shewn in respect of the following particles:
1.) aa)d, before a negative interrogative, 1i. 16.  2.)
¢lra, in the animated progress of discourse, xii. 9.
3.) 84wov, by no means, ii. 16.  4.) &sv, used causally.
See p. 36.

The rhetorical character of our Epistle, moreover,
has induced a care in the collocation of words, and the
structure of sentences, such as can be shewn in no
other writings of the New Testament. On one side
the object of the collocation of words is euphony, on
the other, rhetorical effect. Schulz animadverts, with
Jjustice, on the little attention that has been paid to
this quality of the Epistle by its interpreters. In the
examination of the style, the Commentary of Bohme
is of peculiar merit. Let any one desirous of know-
ing how solicitous our author has been of euphony,
as well as oratorical effect, weigh the whole sentence
vii. 4., but, particularly the post-position of the sono-



42 INTRCLTCTION. [l §2c
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and so, likewisever. 1—3. vi. 4—6. 17. v. 1—]0
vii. 22. xii. 1., and others® Besides. no New Testa-
ment writer, Paul and Luke excepted, has made such
ample use of participial constructions ; whilst in our
Epsdetheywamnderthestylewnﬁmdorheavy,
as is the case with Paul, 1 Thess. 1i. 14, &e. 2 Tim.
1. 9., &. 2 Cor. iv. 8—10. Comp. with Heb. i.
14 .24 xii. l, 2, and others. In the ebulli-
tions of his excited mind, the Apostle of the Gentiles
heaps position upon position, and forces in parentheses,
without any regard to the symmetry of his sentences,
or the harmony of his periods. Hence, while every
one of his longer parentheses becomes an Anakoluthon,
we find, in the Eplstle to the Hebrews,—a fundamental
distinction between it and his writings,—not a single
Anakoluthon, but, on the contrary, even in the longest
periods, a rounding off which betrays a solicitude
about the representation,—the garment of the thoughts,
quite foreign to the Apostle Paul. Already Bleek
pointed out xii. 18—28., as a particularly striking ex-
ample of a conslderable parenthesls containing a
shorter one within it, olrw poBegdy %y vd parraliueroy,
where yet the discourse flows on undisturbed. Comp.
also, vii. 20—22. xii. 1. 2. v. 7—10. Inthe verses ii.
15. and ii. 9., the connecting of éxwg with fAarrwuévoy
appears to be the only exception to this careful con-
struction of sentences. But see the Exposition of the

passage. ]
Now, is it credible that the ardent spirit of the

* We are not entitled to appeal to the hexameter which
oocurs in Hebh, xii. 13., in proof of the oratorical character of
the Epistle, as the verse is no more intentional than the hexa-
meter with which Livy begins his history, and Sallust the his-
tory of the Jugurthine WF Prose requires numerum but
not numeros, and, therefore, the verses frequent in orators, as
in Isocrates, have been justly blamed. Comp also, the hex-
ameter, perhaps an accidental one, in James i. 17. See below,
chap. iil.
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Apostle should, in this single composition, have become
unlike itself, and fallen into a style so dissimilar to
that which he generally writes? It may be replied :
‘Why should not a mind with the powers of the
Apostle’s become, when he thought it necessary,—all
things to all men, and, consequently, study diction
where the receivers of the Epistle made pretensions to
a purer Greek, and suit himself to his subject when
that required to be calmly evolved. A man like
Paul, it may be said, included many men and many
characters in his single person. Does he not, for in-
stance, appear very different in Athens and in Jerusa-
lem? Is not his speech to the Athenians, and that
before Festus and Agrippa, truly rhetorical? Are
there not periods, such as Acts xxvi. 2, 3, 4, 5., equal,
in every point of style, to any thing in the Epistle
to the Hebrews? What numerus in the words riv
wiv oby Biwdiy wov, Ty éx vebrnrog, Ty &’ dpyiic yevo-
wivy v v B pov v ‘Lepocchbpors, idaes wavres oi
"Tovbaior mpoymvionovric us dvwdsy, idv Sihwor pagrugsl,
671 xare viv axgiBsordryy alpsow i Nueripas Sgnoxsiog
t{noo ®agioniog. To these instances a certain appear-
ance of force will not be denied.  Yet, with the excep-
tion, perhaps, of the remarks of Dr. Paulus, in his In-
troduction to our Epistle, pp. 16, 17.,* I know not whe-
ther the advocates of its genuineness had previously
adduced them. The different tone of the Epistle Hug
attributes, partly, to the circumstance that Paul was not
the father and founder of this community, as he was of
the others to which he wrote (is this true of the commu-
nity of Rome ?), and, therefore, precluded from that
easy and familiar tone which we find in his other writ-
ings, partly to the loftiness of his theme, which, of it-
gelf, necessarily imparted a greater solemnity to thestyle.
Perceiving, however, the scanty light afforded by this

 He there says also:—* A man of this intellectual character
and power has not one species of phraseology only, and one mode
of construction. Precisely because he did not, like a rhetorician,
study in the schools, the form of his expression and composition
quickly changes with the nature of his materials.”
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observation. he betakes himceif for support to am influ-
pomts mizht be, with equal propriety. applied to t
Epistle to the Romans : for mothing im the sabject
style tham a copicus Epistle, which, like that to the
Romans, gives a view of the whole scheme of the
Christian doctrine of salvation? Steudel, in his re-
view of Gchulz, appears to assumae, that the Epistle to
the Hebrews was intended for the Alexandrian Jet‘l'n?s
and that the Apostle of the Heathen, in addressing
cultivated class of Israelites, was obliged to adopt a
bigher tone, and study a purer diction. But where
were these qualities of style more requisite than with
the aesthetically-cultivated Corinthians, who attach-
ed undue value to an aesthetico-rhetorical culture ?
Yetit is precisely to these he boasts that his discourse
i8 not ér xedosg adowsimg cogias Adyos, and his style,
in his two Epistles to that community, has all the pe-
culiarities which generally characterise it. On the
other hand, if the Epistle were addressed to Jewish
converts in Palestine, then nowhere was elegance of
diction less studied than among them. Dr. Paulus
argues, that we have here a Ajyo; xapanAsdswg, an en-
couraging and exhortative (as Acts xiii. 15—41.), mot
8 persuasive discourse, like the other Epistles. ~Baut,
lupgoﬁng this distinction correct, what has it to do
with the more Hellenic idiom? The evidence derived
from the character of the Apostle’s speeches in the
Acts of the Apostles has, certainly, a great appearance
of force. But, here arises a doubt whether these ex-
hibit the very words and form of sentences which
Paul delivered, or those of Luke? Unbhappily, we
do not yet possess any critico-philological estimate
of the various component parts of the Acts of the
Apostles. The Dutch Monographs on this subject are
not satisfactory. The critics acknowledge the diver-
sity of the component parts, and of the diction, without
ontoring into any more minute examination of them.
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It has been remarked, indeed, that the speeches of
Peter are more Hebraic than those of Paul; and this
fact may be brought to prove the literal fidelity with
which Paul's discourses have been recorded.®* It may
be added, that Luke himself accompanied Paul during
the latter part of his life, and probably heard those dis-
courses to which we have just alluded ; and therefore,
perhaps, committed them to writing immediately after
they were pronounced.

But the supposition that Luke, from the period when
he became an eye-and-ear-witness to Paul, recorded
the speeches, as well as wrote the narrative in his own
style, has unquestionably much more in its favour. It
is precisely from about the sixteenth chapter to the
end that the style becomes more symmetrical, and,
indeed, proportionably purer ; while, in the earlier sec-
tions, where Luke probably writes from the informa.
tion of others, the diction is, in general, less pure.
The difference is peculiarly striking, as regards purity
of language, and the use of Hebraisms, between the
discourse of Paul in ch. xiii., and his speech before the
people in Jerusalem, ch. xxii. (which is translated from
the Aramaic, and is not free from Hebraisms), but
particularly those before Festus and Agrippa. Now,
8o long as it remains in the smallest degree uncertain,
~—to say no more—whether we have the very words of
the Gentile Apostle, in those last-mentioned speech-
es, we cannot admit them as proofs of his ability to
speak in a flowing style, and in pure Greek. Nay,
even were we to admit such a mode of proof, the ques-
tion would still remain :—What could induce the
Apostle, just in this Epistle—in an epistle, too,address-
ed to Judwo-Christians of Palestine—to adopt an ora-
torical manner and study a purer diction 2 Finally,
let us consider, that the calm, solemn style of our

a Seyler, in his paper on Peter’s Speeches in the Acts of the
Apostles (Studien und Kritiken 1832.1 H. 8. 53.), proceeds
upon the supposition that these have been literally preserved
even to xaf and 9 ; but he has withheld the prout of his opi-
nion,
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Eoiwle cammat be exyizmed wmevely Sx the deven of
e axchor 6y ovesr dir enex 2x 3 manor.  The wri-
ter has, »5 dvise. Yeen mcoly o 3 more tamquil
daaacter. in some drrwe. rewmiiny Jiws Evenif
we mizhs swoonee tiuc Pml hai dasvered the chief
portion of the Frishe e view of t covasition be-
tween Judim ‘2] Chscurzy. iy 2 swema _calmly
style, wuail »x ks r‘a)-':g sgxnt have
shone tirngh the st anl exiorasive poroom of it ?
Would Pazl for example. bave emzirved 30 hnemd a
formu’a as (Heb. xii 32) zm n i smus inisibe
792 e deryv.msw & e xral Ofﬁl!our stle
has not 2 single spark ; bat the fire blages into
itself in those discourses im the Acts of the A
80 beautiful in style. where throuch their
wereeogmseﬂxewdl knownsoclof&ameoftheApos-
tle of the Gentiles.

Our inquiry, then, into the lancuage of this Epistle
gives us the following result, viz. that, whatever doubts
may exist on other points, the language and style, on
the whole, speak against its composition by Paul. In
single words and phrases, indeed, there are found coin-
cidences with the Pauline Epistles, exceeding in num-
ber, even considerably, tllose which the learmed and
doparted Kleinert collected in his work :—* On the
(fenuineness of all the Prophecies of Isaiah,” inorderto
prove the identity of the authors of the first and last
patts of that book. But, confessing, as we must do,
that the undeniable coincidence of idiom in the first'and
lnst portions of that prophetical composition, as respects
#ingle words and phrases, when opposéd by the com-
plete diversity, in style, of the whole, has not brought
us to acknowledge tie identity of the author of both
arts, wo can still less recognise identity of author
n tho Pauline Epistles, and the Epistle to the He-
brows, The robEem still remains unsolved, how the
nuthor of the latter portion of Isaiah came to appropriate
thoxo fow isolated phrases (fo be named, for, to be, God
a8 tho Lloly One of Israel, and some other thmgs less
striking) trom the ancient prophecies; but, in the
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Epistle to the Hebrews this is by no means surprising,
the moment we suppose a follower or disciple of the
Apostle to be its author.

D.—Single Passages of the Epistle whick seem to be
reminiscences from the Pauline mwritings.

Bleek, in particular, has drawn attention to a passage
of this kind, Heb. x. 30. The text, there adduced,
is from Deut. xxxii. 35.; and, in Hebrew, runs thus,
oYz DP; "7., in LXX. & nuépq éxdixqosws dvramodi-

ow, in our Epistle éuol éxdixneg, iyd dvramoddow,Méyer Ki-
g5, and exactly so, even with the addition Aéyer Kigiog, in
Rom. xii. 19. Now Paul is accustomed, even when the
formulaof a quotation haspreceded, to add a Aéyer Kigiog,
as we see in Rom. xiv. 11. 1 Cor. xiv. 21. 2 Cor.
vi. 17.; but, in Hebrews this does not again occur.
Moreover, Heb. xii. 14. might be regarded as a re-
miniscence, sighvny Sidxsre pere, wavrwy 5 Comp. Rom.
xii. 18., s/ duvardy, pera wdvray adpdmwy eionvelborres.
‘Were we toadopt roi xémou, vi. 10.,into the text, the pas-
sage would then appear a reminiscence of 1 Thess. 1. 3.
Now, is this agreement accidental? It is certainly
difficult to suppose it so; yet similar cases are met
with in the province of criticism, where—were it only
like the X for unknown magnitude—accident is
introduced as factor. Thus with regard to the above-
mentioned question, why did the so-called Pseudo-
Isaiah borrow no more than tiwo phrases from the ge-
nuine, and make so frequent use of them; or, of the
other, why the chapters which are not genuine have
been attributed to Isaiah and to no others? Neither
is it necessary, however, to suppose an accidental
ement of those quotations, nor does the nature of

the author’s quotations in other respects (See letter E)
permit this to be done. If the quotation, after being
once made by Paul, in his Epistle to the Romans,
could remain so long in his memory as to be a secund
time brought forward in the Epistle to the Hebrews,
under the same form, why might it not be impressed,
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in like manner, on that of one of his disciples who
had heard it employed by Paul himself, or by some
one of his disciples? But why is mnot rather a third,

and common source, assumed ! Few books, as is well
known, had so many various readings as the Septua-
gint. But, if this solution be likewise rejected, may
not the saying, as was the case with the declarations
of the Mosaic law, have been current in the mouths of
the people, in a form correspondmg exactly with the
Hebrew model 2

E The form of the quotations from the Old Testa-
ment in our Epistle.

The result of a very careful and minute examina-
tion of the Old Testament quotations, occurring in the
Pauline Epistles, institute by Bleek, and for which
the first Excursus of Koppe’s Commentary on the
Epistle to the Romans hadp paved the way, is as fol-
lows: that Paul, in his quotations, follows the LXX.
in general, but with more or less strictness, and never

* Bleek has mentioned a case in which a citation of our
Epistle, in like manner, agrees with no passage of the LXX.,
nor with the Hebrew text, but with Philo ; and, upon this, he
founds the conjecture that our author had read Philo’s works.
Comp. Heb. xiii. b., o0 p1i o8 dré, o o pn o ly:uwnhwu with
1 Chron. xxviil. 20. xdgies § Seés pov psvé sov obn bviou o1, oi¥
ob p#f o8 iyxacarizy, also Deuter. xxxi. 6. Isaiahi. 6. Philo,
on the other hand (De Confus. Ling. p. 344.), has it, exactly as
in the Epistle to the Hebrews, in the first person. But, as this
oconsitutes the whole difference, we ought not, perhaps, to at-
tach any importance to it, for how easily might the oratio direcia
pass, in a citation, into the oratio indirecta, or, from the third
into the firs¢ person? We find, in fact, examples of this in
the Rabbins, and in the New Testament. Compare, for in-
stance, what has been said on the Old Testament citation in
Heb. i. 6. Farther, in the citation Acts xiii. 22., Paul has
turned the words which, in 1 Sam. xiii. 14., are read as the
words of Samuel in the fhird person, from the third to the first,
and interwoven them, directly, in the speech of God. A like
case occurs, 1 Cor. i. 19., in a quotation from Isaiah xxix. 19.,
and Bleek himself (p. 353.) has acknowledged one of u similar
character in 1 Cor. xiv. 21.
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«
when the LXX. essentially differs from the Hebrew
text. It is otherwise with the quotations in the Epistle
to the Hebrews. There the Old Testament declarations_
are universally cited from the LXX., without any
consideration geing had as to whether the Hebrew
gives the same sense or not; the deviations from that
translation are, even in the longer passages, of little
importance, and never of a kind that implies, in the
writer, a regard to the Hebrew text. The only cita-
tion which approaches mearer to the Hebrew is that
already mentioned under letter D., in chap. x. 30,
where, as we saw, an influence of the Apostle Paul
must be supposed. Comp. § 80. of Bleek.*

To this important circumstance, which contributes
not a little to bring the Pauline origin of the Epistle
into doubt, must be added two other circumstances
not less worthy of consideration. The first of these
is, that Paul, when he quotes according to the LXX.,

a With respect to this point, as well as that mentioned im-
mediately after it, I have adopted the views of Bleek on the
citations of Paul, notwithstanding that Schulz (in his review
of Bleek’s work, Allgem. Litteraturzeit. 1829. N. 104.105.),
has opposed them with no inconsiderable force. The reviewer
conceives that the passages in which Paul agrees with the
LXX. are far too few in number to warrant the conclusion
that, in any instance, the Apostle had the Hebrew text in mind.
But, the following circumstances seem to me to speak strongly
enough for the contrary conclusion. 1. There can be no doubt
that Paul was intimately acquainted with the Old Testament
in the original. 2. It is undeniable that others of the New
Testament writers, where the LXX. departed too far from the
Hebrew text, translated the original more faithfully for them-
selves. Matthew and John adopt so literally the text of the
LXX. that no doubt can be entertained as to their use of it.
Still, there are other passages from which it is equally clear
that, on account of the object for which they quotel, they gave
a verbal translation of the Hebrew text. Comp Matth. viii.
17.; ii. 15. (iv. 15.; xii. 18—21.); John xix. 37. Josepbus,
also, adheres almost invariably to the LXX. But he occa-
sionally resorts, when necessary, to the Hebrew (Michaelis
in the Orient. Bibl. V. 8. 22]. etseq. VIIL S. 189. et seq.).
Our limits forbid us to enter more minutely on the particular
passages in Paul,

E



50 inTrRopUcTION.  [cm. 1. §. 2. B,

coincides particularly with the Cod. Vat., while the
Epistle to the Hebrews agrees with the Cod. Alex. See
Bleek, §. 82:

If but little stress must be laid on this circumstance,
seeing we cannot securely rely on the text of the Cod.
Vat. hitherto known, so much the more must be laid
on another, namely, that of the formulae of citation
generally employed by Paul, xaddag yéyparrar, dg yi-
yeawral, yiypawras yde, Aeyu 3 ypap#, and similar
forms, not a single one occurs in our Epistle, nor yet
of his rarer forms Aavid Aéys, Rom. iv. 6.; xi. 9.
Muwiclig Aéyss, Rom. x. 19; "Hoalag Aéyu, Rom. x.
20, 21., &c. In the Epistle to the Hebrews, on the
other hand, the declarations of the Old Testament are
quoted, neither as declarations of Scripture, nor of
the person or author from whom they proceeded, but,
immediately, as the words of the Spirit, under whose
guidance the work quoted was composed. From this
observation chap. ii. 6. is the only exception. In proof
of this affirmation, we cannot, of course, appeal to those
passages in which God is introduced speaking in His
own person, but to such as speak of Him in the third
person, asi. 6,7, 8.5 iv. 4, 7. ; vii. 21.; x. 30;; and,
where the context incontestably shews that God is,
at the same time, regarded as the locutory subject.
With these coincide the formula Aéyesr b aveluo 7
oo, iii. 7.3 x. 15. Accordingly, even ifé ©¢is be not

ded to the formula of citation, it should be, in every
instance, supplied, i. 5, 13.; iv. 3.5 v. 5, 6.; vi. 13.;
vii. 17.; viil. 8.; xii. 26.; xiii. 5. And, in several of
these es the context shews not that % ypags must
be supplied but ¢ @sb¢.

Now, in what way can the defenders of the Pauline
composition get rid of these weighty examples? It
we suppose the Epistle addressed to Alexandrian
Jews, the first objection might speedily be removed ;
for it were little remarkable if Paul had kept more
closely by a translation which they very well knew,
and regarded as particularly sacred. But, if it were
written to Judaeo-Christians in Palestine (to whom
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these defenders at present agree that it was addressed),
the very close adherence of the author to the Greek
text is quite inexplicable. To the doubts of Schulz,
respecting the second circumstance, Stuart has been
unable to give any other reply than that Paul himself
varies very much in his use of forms of citation, and
that Eassages may be found in his writings, also, in
which God himself is introduced as speaking. Now, -
that Paul does not abide by the same formule in his
quotations is acknowledged ; but this does not lay to
rest the suspicion awakened by the fact of the Epistle
to the Hebrews wanting those various formule which
are so frequent in his writings. The pasaa%es in which
he introduces God as speaking, are the following, 2
Cor. vi. 16, 17. Rom. ix. 15, 25. 2 Cor. vi. 2. Gal.
iii. 16.; but, in all these God is actually the speaker ;
nor is there a single passage in which it is otherwise.

Thus, in this department of the inquiry, also, there
are weighty considerations against the opinion that the
Epistle was written by Paul.

F.—The external arrangement of the Epistle.

One class, only, of the internal evidences remains
for investigation, viz. that arising from the arrange-
ment of the materials. All the Pauline Epistles have
this characteristic,—they commence with a salutation
to the community ;—this is followed by what is called
the dogmatical part of the Epistle ;—then comes
the practical or moral, which, again, is succeeded by
the conclusion, consisting of notices respecting in-
dividuals (1 Cor. xvi. 2 Tim. iv. TFitus iit. 12.
Philipp. iv.), requests for intercession (Eph. vi. 19,
Rom. xv. 30, 81.), greetings from individuals and to
individuals,—and prayers for blessings. Our Epistle
is likewise divide«f into a doctrinal and exhortative
part, and concludes with the ‘mention of personal cir-
cumstances, with a request for intercession, and a
- prayer for blessing. But, from the earliest times,
the want of a superscription to it has always struck
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its readers, as we have already secen from the ef-
forts of Pantenus to remove the icion arising
from that circumstance. Both he m Clement of
Alexandria have attempted, although unsatisfactorily,
to account for its absence. The former ( Euseb. Hist.
Eccl. VI. 14.) assigns, as the reason of it, that the
preaching of the Gospel, among the Jews, was not,
properly, the business of the Apostle, and that he,
therefore, avoided prefixing to the Epistle his name
and designation. The latter advances the opinion
which has been adopted, down to the latest times, by
the defenders of the Pauline origin of the Epistle,—
that Paul was anxious not to deter the Hebrews, who
were prejuduced against him, by the mention of his
name, immediately at the head of the Epistle (Euseb.
Hist. Eccl. VI. 14.). The acute Hug, who probably
felt the unsatisfactory nature of both answers, in or-
der to unite both, and to bring the third circumstance,
also, into consideration (which Steudel, likewise, urges,
in his review of Schulz), advertises his reader that this
missive has scarcely the character of an Epistle, but
goes on to the 12th ver. of ch. xiii. as a continuous
treatise, and could not have fitly borne on its front
that introductory greeting which, elsewhere, distin-
guishes the Epistles of Paul. Bleek, §. 71, has aptly
illustrated these different views; and has, in so far,
come over to the last-mentioned opinion, that he be-
lieves the oratorical character of tie Epistle to have
been the cause of the salutation being omitted, as un-
suitable to the solemn commencement of the discourse.
But he opposes, with justice, in the first place, the
assertion, that the Epistle may be denominated a
treatise, and, in the second place, he affirms that Paul,
especially, would have been of all men the least inclin-

s erticularly when writing to the Hebrews, to have
made so few personal allusions, that he, especially,
would have deemed it particularly requisite to advance,
from the very outset, his claim to a divine calling and
credibility. Compare, on this point, the Epistle to
the Galatians. In this view we must coincide; and
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we see, in the very omission, an important argument
against the Pauline origin, of greater weight than the
facts we have mentioned of the agreement of our
Epistle with the Pauline Epistles, in regard to the
external arrangement. For, from their very nature,
all the New Testament Epistles have a certain resem-
blance, in this respect, to those of Paul ;as indeed, all let-
ters, those of theancients (for instance Cicero’s Epistles),
and those of the moderns, are therein alike, they are al-
ways preceded by an introduction, the principal theme
is handled in the body of the Epistle, and, at the close,
follow personal notices, salutations from various parties
to their friends, wishes for happiness, &c.

§. 3.—RESULT OF THE EXAMINATION OF THE EX-
TEBNAL AND INTERNAL EVIDENCES, AND SURVEY

OF THE CRITICAL INQUIRIES RESPECTING THE
AUTHOR.

‘We have endeavoured, with the greatest impartiali-
:{, to examine the facts which speak for and against

e Pauline authorship. The external, as well as
some of the internal arguments for it, have appeared
in such force as might incline the reader to suppose
that our Epistle should be ascribed to the Apostle.
‘We must, nevertheless, declare ourselves against this
supposition. The most important argument against it
appears to be that derived from the language and the
style. Even if the suspicions arising on this point
stood alone they would have a considerable tendency
to excite our doubts of its composition by Paul, just
as the total difference of the last from the first portion
of Isaiah, in respect of language, speaks against the
composition of the former by that prophet. But, so
far from these standing alone, there arise, on every side,
other very serious suspicions of the Pauline origin.
Now, if it be one of the most important critical principles
that a concurrence of arguments, from the most oppo-
site quarters, essentially heightens the validity of the
isolated and less weighty proofs, so, in this case, the
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doubt raised particularly by the diversity of the lan-
guage must be greatly increased. We see, on more
than one side, indeed, reasons in favour of Paul.
Still, the arguments for him are very different from
those against him. The argument from the testimony
of the Eastern Church,—in our opinion very powerful,
—is weakened, at least, in some degree, by that of the
West ; the evidence from the allusions to the persona-
lity of Paul in the last chapter of the Epistle, to which,
in like manner, we were obliged to allow ne incensi-
derable weight, has a powergxl counterpeise in ch. ii.
3.; from the contents of the Epistle, as we think, no-
thing definite on either side can be derived : on the
other hand, the evidence from the language, from the
citations, and, indeed, from the want of the salutation
at the beginning, remains in its fall force, for, we are

- constrained to deny that any thing on these points
can be adduced in favour of St. Paul as the auther of
it. If it should be attempted to embarrass the op-
ponents of the Pauline origin by the question: Whe-
ther it be really probable that the Eastern Church,
which lay so much nearer than the distant West to
Palestine, where the Epistle was particularly known,
and was, therefore, likely to possess some accurate tra-
dition concerning its author, should have had, so early
as the second century, a false one, the difficulty may
be met by a counter-question, namely, if the tradition
of the Chureh respecting, the author had, in fact, been
unanimous,—how could the Western Church, from
the very first, have entertained a different opinion ?
The impartial inquirer will find himself obliged to
confess that it is easier to find an answer to the for-
mer than to the latter question. A reply, in any de-
gree satisfactory, cannot be found to the latter ; but,
does not the supposition appear very plausible that the
Epistle, diffused without a superscription, was held to
be the composition of the Apostle, because of the re-
lation of its contents to those of his acknowledged
writings, and this especially if it proceeded from one
in immediate intercourse with him ?
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Let us now trace out, shortly, the direction which
the critical investigations, or views respecting the au-
thor of the Epistle, have taken since the time of the
Fathers of the Church.

Although Augustine and Jerome frequently ex-
pressed their doubts respecting the author, yet, at other
times, they spoke so much jn favour of its Pauline
composition, that the opinion of those two pillars of
the Western Church essentially contributed to make
this view more general also in the West. The Synods
held in the norg of Africa, towards the close of the
fourth century, in the years 393, 397, quote the
Epistle to the Hebrews as a work of Paul’s, although
in such a manner that the earlier doubts appear through
their language. For, after having cited Pauli Apostoli
epistole tredecim, it is added, ejusdem ad Hebraeos
wna. Hence this opinion was established as the doc-
trine of the Roman-Catholic Church ; and the age of
the Reformation re-awakened the doubts which had
been formerly entertained. That theologian who, in
those days,—like Semler, in later times, and under
other circumstances,—sounded every depth and shoal
with the line of criticism,—Erasmus, first expressed
his doubts respecting the Pauline composition of the
Epistle to the Hebrews, in his Annot. in N. Test.
1519, where he finally decides in favour of Cle-
ment of Rome as its author. Independently of
Erasmus, Cardinal Cajetan appeared with the same
doubts, and, inﬂuence«il by the inquiring age in which
he lived, expressed opinions which diﬁ'ereg, in many
respects, from the doctrine, and exposed him to the
suspicion, of the Church. His reasons were of an of-
fensive character to his contemporaries. He not only
thinks that Heb. ix. 4. is in direct contradiction with
1 Kings viii. 9., but he regards the allegorical charac-
ter of the Epistle as unworthy of an Apostle. Itis
not surprising, therefore, that Ambrose Catharinus
(Annott. in excerpta quaedam de comment. ete. 1535.),
along with other vulgar charges, accuses him of assail-
ing the authority of the Epistle to the Hebrews with
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the very same arguments with which the Emperor
Julian had impugned the Gospel of Matthew. Luther
and Calvin appear still more decisively against its
composition by Paul (Comp. ii. 3.); Beza, at first of
the same opinion, declares himself doubtful, in the
last edition of his New Testament.* Zuingle supposes
the Apostle to be its author. Among the Socinians,
Socinus himself speaks rather in favour ‘of Paul, but
Schlichting decidedly against him.

In the Roman-Catholic Church, these doubts were
speedily ended by a decision of the Council of Trent
placing our Epistle among the writings of Paul: a de-
cision which Hug, and, very lately, Klee, have endea-
voured to justify on scientific grounds; while Feilmoser,
in his Introduction (2d Ed. 1830),—acknow]edges the
Epistle as Pauline only in so far as it was composed and
despatched under the autkority of the Apostle.—In the
Evangelical Churches, also, both Lutheran and Reform-
‘ed, the predominance which the taste for dogmaties ob-
tained over the critico- historical soon produced thesame
result.> In the Augsburg Confession, in the Apology,

8 Bleek has (p. 252.) brought forward Beaza as coinciding al-
together with his teacher Calvin. In the earlier editions of his
New Testament this is certainly the case, and also in the edi-
tion of 1582, from which Bleek cites, and which is the third.
But he declares himself for the very opposite view in the last
edition, prepared during his life, the fifth, which was published
in 1598. The title containsthe following declaration :—omnia
nunc demum, ultima adhibita manu, guam accuratissime emen-
data et aucta, u¢ quodammodo novum opus videri possit. He
there endeavours to invalidate the objections he had once en-
forced, but adds, at the close : —sed age libera sunto hominum
judicia, modo in eo consentiamus omnes, vere dictatam hanc
epistolam fuisse a Spiritu Sancto, ete. It is remarkable that, of
Zuingle Bleek has made no mention. The opinion of that re-
former is known from the remarks of Kaspar Megalander,
written after his death, and added to the edition, by I.eo Jude,
of the Annotationes in plerosque N. T. libros. Tiguri 1581.

b It cannot be denied that, by this, our Church approximated to
the Roman-Catholic. For,a historico-critical love of truth must
always, among Protestants, go hand in hand with the dogmatical
iaterest ; and, if our modern Rationalism aimed only at this, we
should be obliged to concede the point. Comp. Twesten’s ex-
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in Melanchthon’s Loci Theologici, in the Magdeburg
Centuriators, we still find Luther’s view; inlike man-
ner, in the reformed Conf. Gallicana wehave the views
of Calvin. On the other hand, in the seventeenth cen-
tury, the opposite opinion is the current one, in both
Churches, and continues so, with few exceptions (for
instance the Lutherans Baldwin, Hunnius ; the re-
formed divines Cameron and Beausobre ; the Armi-
nians Grotius, Clericus), up to the second half of the
eighteenth century.

Semler—a second Erasmus,—was the first who, in
this respect, also, awakened the spirit of inquiry, al-
though (in his « Beitrigen vor Baumgartens Erkli-
rung des Hebrierbriefes, 1763.”) he does not distinct-
?pronounce the negative opinion. In his footsteps
ollowed J. D. Michaelis, who, in the earlier part of
his life, every where proceeded upon the notion of its
composition by Paul as an indubitable fact; but, in
the last, being the 4th, Ed. of his Introduction to the
New Testament, 1788, which appeared three years be-
fore his death, he represents this point as very doubt-
ful. ‘The first who endeavoured, in a lengthened dis-
quisition, to give certainty to the doubts of these two
scholars, was Ziegler, in his ‘ Einleitung in den Brief
an die Hebriier. Gétt. 1791.” He opposes Storr, and,

cellent section (Dogm. particnlarly p. 282, 283. 24 Ed.), on
the principle of Protestantism. Of this historico-critical love
of truth the Reformers themselves were models, but it was too
soon lost out of view. What was established historico-criti-
cally, Luther wished not to have withdrawn from the ¢ noble”
people; he knew what he retained, and therefore knew also
what he could give up. From this noble striving after truth
it arose, that he wished the Antilegomena to be distinguished
as such, in the translation destined for the people, and hence the
fact, that these four bouks, the Epistle tothe Hebrews, the Epistle
of James, the book of Jude, and the Revelations, have no num-
bers in the German copies of the Bible, up to the miiddle of
the seventeenth century (This should have been the case also
with 2d Peter, and the 2d and 3d of John, but it did not appear *
proper to detach them from the Homologoumena which belong-
ed to them). Thus he wished, at the same time, to point out
which were ¢ the right noble chief books” of Scripture.
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upon the whole, conducts his argument with learning,

judgment, and impartiality. Against him, on the other
- side, appeared Camerer, * Prufung der Zieglerschen
Einleitung,” among his Theological and Critical Es-
says—Stuttg. 1794, Since the beginning of the pre-
sent century, the negative opinion has gained a great
ascendancy. The remarks of Eichhorn against Paul as
the author, in his Introduction, are incomplete, and ex-
ceedingly partial, although it cannot be denied that his
manner of bringing forward the proofs is acute. Bert-
hold is a little more full, without, however, penetrating
deeper intothe subject. But, of the work of Schulz (Der
Briefandie Hebrier, Einleitung, Uebersetzungund An-
merkungen, Breslau 1818), the inquiry concerning the
author of our Epistle forms an essential portion. This
production, it is true, affords manifold proofs of the
-iusionate E:rtiality by which its author has allowed

imself to be governed, even in his scientific inquiries,
80 that evident facts—unknown to himself, as we may
venture to hope—are perverted, the most important
arguments opposed to his own views are evaded (see
above, p. 6. note), and texts void of all force whatever
are advanced in its favour (see above, p. 34.). Yet,
it must be acknowledged that his treatise first drew at-
tention, in matters of criticism, to many essential points,
which must necessarily be discussed in every inquiry
into the authorship by Paul, and that it greatly pro-
moted more correct views respecting the internal evi-
dences. 'With the work of Schulz may be classed that
of Seyffarth, De epistolee, quee dicitur ad Hebreeos,
indole maxime peculiari, Lips. 1821., which evinces
great industry, but, from a want of acuteness, has not
essentially advanced the inquiry. Bleek has treated
the subject in a very satisfactory manner, and more
fully than any of his predecessors, in his book, Ver.
such einer vollsténdigen Einleitung in den Brief an
die Hebrider., Berlin, 1828. In this work conscien-
tious industry is attractively combined with a sound
and unprejudiced judgment. Yet the result of his in-
vestigation regarding the Pauline origin is only nega-
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tive. The work, since its appearance, has been taken
as the foundation of every other having the same ob-
ject 5 and Schulz himself, in reference to his own work,
im.s declared (See above, p. 26, note), that the more
profound investigations of Bleek have rendered his
own superfluious. We have made grateful use of
Bleek’s previous labours, and, although we must dis-
pute several of his positions, we are obliged, for the
most part, to coincide with his opinions. On a second
examination of the subject, this industrious and con-
scientious critic will, no doubt, discover many things in
his book to improve, and, particularly in the section
on the linguistic peculiarities, much also to supply.
Among the most recent introductory works, Schott’s
Isagoge must be mentioned as containing a good dis-
position of the most important points of inquiry.

In opposition to this numerous party, who impugn
the Pauline origin of the Epistle, there have appeared
defenders of it down even to the latest times. Of these
the most considerable are certainly Hug, in his * Ein-
leitung,” and his review of De Groot's treatise in the
“ Freib. Zeitschr, I*, H*.,” and Professor Stuart, of the
North-American Seminary, at Andover, “ Commen-
tary on the Epistle to the Hebrews, in two volumes.
1827" (2d Ed. 1833.). The first vol., of 288 pages,
is occupied with the Introduction, and contains a co-
pious refutation of the individual arguments of Ber-
tholdt, Schulz, Seyffarth, which are reckoned up nu-
merically. Among us, this work appears to be known
only through the detailed review of it in the supple-
mentary pages to the ¢ Allgemeine Litteratur-Zeit-
un%, Januar 1830. It is certainly liable to the charge
of being a little heavy ; but, the author’s conscientious
industry and exemplary love of truth merit every ac-
knowledgment. I iave not yet seen the second edi-
tion. In it, probably, the most particular attention
will be bestowed on Bleek’s inquiries, and his special
objections to Stuart’s arguments will undergo a minute
examination. But, the manner in which Hug, with
his well-known acuteness, has arranged the arguments
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in favour of the Pauline origin gives them agreaterpower
of conviction. 'Would we were not obliged to believe
that this distinguished scholar is ca aile, when he
pleases, of stating the reasons against Paul much more
convincingly '—These two writers have been, very re-
cently, joined by Dr. Paulus, in his work : Des A postels
Paulus Ermahnungsschreiben an die Hebréerchristen,
Heidelberg, 1833. The investigation, as is usual with
this writer, follows its own way. But we must bear
this testimony to the work,—if it sometimes display
opinions which must always remain peculiar to the
author, it gives, at the same time, full force to what-
ever can be said in favour of the composition of the
Epistle by Paul. On several points of the inquiry, our
views have coincided with his, in opposition to those of
Bleek.

Besides these three critics, who have entered the
lists in favour of the Paulime Authorship, there remain
to be particularly noticed, 1. Storr (Pauli Brief an die
Hebriler, 1789.), who evinces, in his book, his wonted
learning, and gift of combination, but, at the same
time, an inclination to make, where he cannot find,
a door. 2. Hofstede de Groot (Disputatio, qua
epistola ad Hebr. cam Paulinis epistolis comparatur.
Traj. ad Rhen. 1826.). This treatise aims at the lin-
guistic argument in opposition to Schulz. But the au-
thor is deficient in philological taet, and in method. A
single voice has been here and there raised among the
Protestants in favour of the composition by Paul. *
So Steudel, in his review of Schulz, in “ Bengel’s Ar-
chiv Bd. iv. St. 1.,” Scheibel in ¢« Kothes Zeitschrift
fiirs Christenthum, i. 1.,” and “ Rechtfertigung meines
moralischen Characters u.s.w. Breslau, 1817.” Stein,
“ Kommentar zum Lukas, im Anhange {iber den
Brief an die Laodiceische Giemeinde.”

* We may be allowed to notice, on this occasion, the hypo-
thesis advanced by Baumgarten-Crusius in the Programme of
1829., ¢ De Origine epistole ad Hebreos conjecturs,” and
Stein, passim : that the Epistle to the Hebrews is the same
with that known under the name of the Epistle to the Laodi-
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§. 4. IF PAUL BE NOT, WHO IS THE AUTHOR ?

A wide fieldis here opened for hypothesis. So early
as the time of Clement of Alexandria, and of Origén,
opinions were (see above, p. 4.) expressed in favour of
Luke either as composer or author ; subsequently, Gro-
tius ed him as the author, and, latterly, Hug
deemed him its concipient. In like manner, the earliest
ecclesiastical antiquity names Clement of Rome partly
as translator (Euseb. Hist. Eccl. iii. 38.), partly as au-
thor (Ib. vi.25.) ; in later times, this opinion was sup-
ported particularly by Erasmus. Again, Barnabas is
pointed out by ancient ecclesiastical writers (see Ter-
tullian above, p. 18.) as the author, in which they have
been defended by Camerarius, J. E. Chr. Schmidt,
Twesten (Dogmatik, 2 a. s. 105.), Ullmann (Studien
und Kiritiken Bd 1. Heft 2.).—Later writers have fall-
en upon other names. Bohmé, in his commentary, and
Mynster (Kleine theol. Schriften, Kopenh. 1825, and,
Studien und Kiritiken, 2 B. 2 1.), assume Silvanus, or
Silas, to be the writer. But, the notion that Apollos
was the author has met with a far more general re-
ception. Certain writers, as Eichhorn, Seyffarth,
Schott, and others, think themselves obliged to adopt
an Alexandrian, though they would decline fixing up-

ceans (yet, according to Baumgarten, the author was a dis-
ciple of Paul, and indeed an Alexandrian). To us it has al-
ways appeared a labour unworthy of thanks to vex the learned,
who have enough on their hands with hypotheses which
spring up of themselves, by manufactured ones, even though
we look, as we must do in the case of Baumgarten-Crusius,
with satisfaction on the play of subtilty. Schneckenburger has
undertaken the refutation of Stein’s Idiocrisy (Beitrigen
u.sw. 8. 153,) See Liicke on Baumgarten’s hypothesis (Stu-
dien und Kritiken, iii. 2. 8. 450) and Schott, Jsagoge, p. 356.
It appears to have remained unknown to both Idiognomists
that they had a precursor in the same path, namely, that master
in Idiognomy and Idiocrisy, Dr. Schulthess.—Neue theolo-
gischen Annalen von 1818., September und October.
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on a particular name. Luther first fell upon Apollos,
in which he was followed by Clericus, Heumann,
Semler, Ziegler, Dindorf, de Wetté ; and, lastly, Bleek
has undert:ien a lengthened defence of this hypothe-
sis. *

* We will now cast a glance upon the three most pro-
bable hypotheses, referring, for the sake of brevity, to
Bleek for the remaining two. If Paul be not the wri-
ter of our Epistle, if, particularly, the purity of its
language and the structure of its periods speak against
him as such, the mind is naturally carried to Luke,
who was, for several years, his companion, was con-
versant with the Greek idiom, and in his doctrinal
type resembled Paul (the formula of the Lord's Sup-
per in Luke, the parables of the Gospel, ch. xv.), es-
pecially as we can point out a considerable number of
words and phrases which our Epistle has in common
with no other of the New Testament writings except
those of Luke (see above, p. 30.). Without, how-
ever, entering more minutely into the argument re-
specting language, the circumstance already noticed
by Beza, that Luke was of Grecian descent, seems to
be sufficient to draw off our attention from that Evan-
gelist (Col. iv. 14. Comp. x. 11.). But the whole
cast of our Epistle betrays 1ts composition by a native
Israelite, even were we unable to arrive at this conclu-
sion from such expressions as oi warigeg (udv) i. 1.,
oi wpeoBiregos, xi. 2. Thus, therefore, if we should insist
upon having a single name, ourchoice would lie between
Barnabas and Apollos. With regard to the former, we
must pay particular attention to what Ullmann has
adduced (passim) in his favour—(Ullmann’s treatise
was published subsequently to the appearance of
Bleek’s Introduction): the advocate, of most consi-
deration, for the other view, is Bleek. After carefully
weighing the reasons on both sides, we feel obliged to
confess, if we must at last fix upon a name, that
those which speak for Apollos appear to us greatly
to preponderate. The point fromw}l)ﬁchUllmann starts,
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is the desire, certainly a very just one, that every cri-
tical hypothesis should have some historical connecting
point. The hypothesis that Apollos is the author has
nosuch connecting point, while that for Barnabas pos-
sesses one. We consider it as proved (see above, pp.
18, 19.), that Tertullian’s testimony does mnot rest
merely upon conjecture, but upon the firm foundation
of historical tradition. Bleek, however, very properly
remarks, that this tradition can never have been exten-
sively diffused, for it is known neither to Origen nor
Eusebius ; nay, with the exception of Tertullian, there
is not a single considerable ecclesiastical writer who
has acceded to it. This opinion is mentioned by Je-
rome and Philastrius, as well as by Tertullian. g!ow,
it is clear from the words of the former, Catal. c. 5...
Sed vel Barnabe, juxta Tertullianum, vel Luce evan-
geliste, juxta quosdam, vel Clementis, &c., that heknew
either no assertor of that opinion, or, at least, none of
note. True it is, that, in another place (Ep. ad Dard.
129.), he says,licet plerique eam vel Barnabe vel Cle-
mentis arbitréntur ; but, what his real meaningis inthat
e is not very clear (See Bleek, p.210, Rem. 280).
ence the conclusion which Ullmann draws from it,
that many in the Eastern Church regarded Barnabas
as the author, cannot, at least from these expressions,
be with certainty derived.* Philastrius (+ c. 387.)
gives a heresis of those who considered Barnabas its
author, from which it is evident that this opinion had
spread ; still we do mnot learn from him that it was
maintained by any well-known writer.

Now, if, on the one hand, we cannot lay any great
stress on the tradition of the Church, so, on the other,
that tradition is much weakened by views of very.slen- .
der foundation, and yet much more strenuously main-
tained, which make Clement of Rome, or Luke, the

* The reader will most probably, with Semler, supply nos.
lrar’:lm to plerique, and make the expression apply to Latin
authors,
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author, and which bear so evidently upon them the
marks of conjecture from less substantial points of
agreement." Keeping out of view the weight which
the historical foundation of that hypothesis imparts to
it, there remains but little that speaks strongly in its
favour. The strongest argument would certainly be
suggested by the harmony of the character of our
Epistle with that handed down to us under the name
of Barnabas, could we admit the genuineness of the
latter, and persuade ourselves, with Schmidt, that a
kindred spint reigns throughout both Epistles. To a
mere superficial observer, the latter notion will ap-
pear very evident ; still, even those theologians who
have had the least relish for the doctrinal con-
tents, as well as the doctrinal form of our Epistle,
have not been able to conceal from themselves that
there is an infinite difference between the ¢ype
of it, and the allegories of the Epistle of Barnabas ;
and that, therefore, if the latter actually proceeded
from the famous companion of Paul, the former could
not have had Barnabas for its author. Thus, Eich-
hoern (Einleitung, iii. 2. s. 468.) says, « If we except
the single passage in the Epistle to the Hebrews, ch.
vii. 6., where Levi is said to have already in Abra-
ham given tithes to Melchisedec, as too far fetched,
which the author himself admits to be so, and excuses
by a dg éxog siweis, the Epistle is written with a manly
seriousness, and has a sequence, roundness, fulness, vi-
gour, and evennessin the representation, a clear, pleas-
ing brevity of expression, a classical shape, one might
almost say, for an allegorising composition, in which
even the writings of Philo are inferior. In these quali-
, ties how far below it is the Epistle of Barnabas !—The

a Were Stuart’s opinion well founded, that Clement formally
cites our Epistle, the hypothesis which supposes him to be the
author of it would appear utterly ridiculous. But that opi-
nion, as we have mentioned in the note to p. 3, has no foun-
dation.
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distance between them is so great that no comparison
of them can be properly instituted. From the latter
writing there breathes a completely different spiril.”
Both Twesten (Dogmatik, 1. s. 145. 2 A.) and Ull-
mann gave a similar opinion; but, both of them, and,
along with Neander too, on this very ground contend,
in the most decisive manner, that a composition so un-
worthy as that which is inscribed with the name of
Barnabas cannot have proceeded from the friend and
companion of the Apostle Paul.

With this admission, however, the strongest argu-
ment, in sapport of the composition of the Epistle to
the Hebrews by Barnabas, is given up. Of the siz
internal reasons, which Ullmann urges, ¢wo apply with
as much force to every other intimate friend and com-
panion of the Apostle as they do to Barnabas;® one
of them rests on a pre-supposition, which will not
easily be granted, that the receivers of the Epistle
were Cyprian Jewish Christians or Alexandrians ;
the fourth is exceedingly precarious, namely, that the
mention of Barnabas, by Clement of Alexandria, as
one of the seventy disciples, and the frequent designa-
tion of Christ, in the Epistle to the Hebrews, by the
simple ¢ 'Inoic (see above, p. 38.), may indicate
a personal connection with Jesus;® the fifth reasonis

* Namely, No. 3., where it is observed, that, on the one
hand, the Epistle contains much that is Pauline, and, on the
other, differs in many respects from Paul: and No. 4., where
it is said that the Epistle is entirely worthy of a disciple and
friend of the Apostle, as also, that the writer presents himself
as invested with Apostolical authority. Certainly ! But, if .
what is here said holds equally good, with respect to the two
men, who may he regarded as authors of the Epistle, and if,
moreover, we learn nothing farther of Barnabas, than that he
WAS dyig &yadds xai wAsiges TIvlpuaros &yiov xal wicring (Acts xi.
2«!-), but, of Apollos, that he was "Arardais ¢5 yir, amp
Adyios — dvaris by Tais yeapais — Seais sirivws wois "lovdaisg

Jiaxasd yyswe Inuosiy, indursis 3d cov yeapav shas vy Xpie-
adv "Involy (Acte xviii. 24, 28.), how decidedly, after reading
these two passages of Scripture, does the scale turn in favour of
Apollos !

® But Paul also makes use of the simple *Inreis, Pproportion-

R
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evident, if Apollos, but, uncertain if Barnabas, be consi-
dered the author, viz. that Barnabas, being a native of
Cyprus, which was intimately connected with Alexan-
dria, “ had, perhaps, beenin Alexandria itself ;"—the
Alexandrian descent and education of Apotlos are un-
disputed. There remains, therefore, only the sizth
reason, that Barnabas was a Levite, and, as such, in-
timately acquainted with the temple worship. But,
the arrangements of the temple, mentioned in the
Epistle, are, certainly, neither so detailed nor so recon-
dite, that only a Levite could possess this minuter
knowledge of them : on the contrary, as Bleek con-
ceives,? the author, ch. ix., has committed a mistake, in
his description of the Sanctuary, which we should not
have expected from one who had resided in Jerusa-
lem. See Bleek, §. 94.

By a much more certain path Bleek attains to his
result. He sets out from the following premises :—1.
The author must have been of the Jewish nation.
2. According to ii. 3., he must have been a disciple of
the Apostles. 3. He must have been intimately con-
nected with Paul, as the contents and the language of
the Epistle, or, indeed, the closer connection with
Timothy, evince. 4. He does not shew himself alto-
gether dependent on Paul, but maintains a decided
originality. 5. The author, according to xiii. 19.,
must have been personally connected with the Jewish
Christians, his readers. 6. IIe cannot have been an
inhabitant of Palestine, nor have remained long in the
n2ighbourhood of the temple at Jerusalem, since, from
ix. 1—8., it appears that he was imperfectly acquaint-
ed with the temple arrangements. 7. He was, pro-
bably, an Alexandrian, which may be inferred from

ably with less frequency, indeed, than we find it employed in
the Epistle to the Hebrews, yet, stiill not unfrequently—and,
notwithstanding this, the conclusion, from this circumstance, toa
personal acquaintance with Christ, dves not hold good in his case.

& The formularies of our churches, admitting no errors in
writings received as inspired, repudiate all opinions of the kind
advanced by Bleek,—7'r.
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his skill in typical exposition. his congeniality with
Philo in his form of doctrine, in his conceptions, and
even in single expressions. The two last points alone
may be questioned. Concerning the pretended anti-
quarian mistakes of the author, see the passages
quoted, and Mynster (Studien und Kiritiken, II. 2.,
8. 134, et seq.).

On the supposition of the Alexandrian origin and
culture of the author, it must certainly be granted that
the peculiar nature of the Epistle is most easily ex-
plained. Still, I should not be inclined to affirm this
supposition necessary; and, I should even doubt
whether, with Bleek, we ought to ascribe to it * the
highest probability.” That critic, eminently distin-
guished as his inquiries every where are by modera-
tion and candour, does not himself lay, on many
things, so much stress as might have been expected.
He acknowledges that the exclusive use of the LXX.
is no decisive proof that the writer was not of Pales.
tine, that the typical form of the doctrine, in our
Epistle, was prevalent among the Israelites of that
country,® and, that the correctness of the language
does not necessarily imply an Alexandrian author.

» Bleek should have expressed himself, on this point, some-
what more strongly. He merely says, that this manner of ex-
position was “ by no means uncommon’ among the Jews of
Palestine. Olshausen’s work on the deeper sense of Scripture,
and Dipke’s Hermeneutics, might have shewn, on the other
hand, that it was just as well known and current in Palestine
as in Alexandria. The manner, only, of the Palestinian Jews
is different from that of the Alexandrians :—on this point,
however, a more minute inquiry remains still a desideratum.
As the opinion is still widely ditfused, that the typical manner
of expounding doctrine in the Epistle, necessarily obliges us to
assume an Alexandrian author, we give the opinion of Cdln on
the subject, in his review of Bohme’s Commentary (Hall. Litt.
Zeit. 1826, N. 131.). ¢ On the other hand, M. B. is much
to be commended for the expression of his opinion in opposi-
tion to those who, from the style and allegorical character of
the Epistle, conclude that it was written by an Alexandrian
Christian, or, at least, to Alexandrians.” The reader may
also compare Mynster (Studien und Kritiken, IL 2., S. 333.),
who, agreeably to the marked distinction which he draws be

L]
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Now, if all this be correct .(of which we cannot
doubt), there does not, as it appears to us, exist any
thing especially compelling us to suppose the author
an Alexandrian. The case were very different, in-
deed, could it be made probable that our author had
read the writings of Philo, as was the opinion of Gro-
tius, Clericus, Mangey ; while the man most capable of
Ppronouncing a decision on the question, Bened. Carp-
zov, was of a contrary opinion. 'We have already (p.
48. Rem.) discussed a point urged by Bleek, without
finding it valid as a proof. In imitation of Schulz
(p- 398, et seq.), he produces a catalogue of expressions
and phrases which, it is conceived, give “a great proba-
bility” to this opinion. We are unwilling to deny
that these are selected with care; at the same time,
we are not inclined to admit that they give to the opi-
nion “ a great probability.” Some parallel passages
are satisfactorily explained from an agreement in doc-
trine between the Jewish Christians of Palestine and
Philo: thus, when with i. 2, a passage is compared in
which Philo calls the Logos sixay ®col 8/ of slumag o
adopmog édnuiovgysiro, which is, indeed, Pauline; when
to v 3. pégwy vc wdsra, there is given, as a parallel, o
70 wiv e, Pipwy xul o wdvre yewdv,® while yet Col.
i. forms a parallel in matter, and ¢égén is a very com-
mon expression in the usage at that time general in
that country, &c. (‘See Rem. on the Passage). Other
parallels depend upon, expressions which are just as

tween /ype and allegory, maintains that our author allegorises
but little.  But, the difference between type and allegory, such
as this scholar has represented it, cannot strictly be maintained.
On the other hand, we entirely agree with him in this, that
Philo’s allegories, and, still more, Philo’s doctrine, have, for
* the most part, a character quite distinct from the typical man-
ner of our Epistle, ¢ the spirit of Philo is fofo coelo different,
and the direction and turn of the thought certainly do not in-
dicate the same school.” Yet, it remains incontrovertible, that
the design and colouring of our Epistle approach more closely
to the manner of Philo than does any other writing of the New
Testament.
* Who upholdeth all things, and produceth all things.
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little peculiar to Philo as gégerv in the sense of maintain,
but belong to the Greek idiom, in general, or, at least, to
the whole Grecity of that period; so wsrpioradeiv (See
Rem. on v.2.), woosay0seudei¢ v. 10 (a quite common
lerminus), the collocation d¢7eic v¢ xai ixernping (See
the passage from Isocrates, in Wetstein), dunrwp (a
word certainly of very rare occurrence—but see Wet-
stein—which was suggested by the frequently recur-
ring dmdruc), éxovsing auagrdven, x. 26, (an expression
so little peculiar to Philo that it may rather be consi-
dered the current one among the Greeks and Hellenists
for the idea expressed by it, See Wetstein), ¢ §ros
simeiv vii. 9. (quite a common formula), &c. Now, if
we deduct these passages—and the same thing holds
with re, to all the rest—there will remain of the
list, which is not very long (there are, in all, 22 ex-
amples cited, and the more we consider the careful in-
vestigation which Bleek has instituted, the less expec-
tation must we entertain of finding other and more
striking proofs), almost nothing to give even a proba-
bility, much less any weight to the assertion that our
author had read the works of Philo.*—Finally, Gross-
mann, in the Programme (p. 14.) adduced p. 26., has
cited some expressions of our Epistle intended to prove
that its author was conversant with the language of the
Alexandrian asceticks, as of xarapuybirec, vi. 18.  But
these furnish even less evidence than the passages
brought forward by Bleek.
Still, we areready to make the following admission,
viz. could it be rendered probable that any distinguished
erson having intercourse with Paul, were an Alexan=
ian, and of Alexandrian culture, we might, with the

* If such be the case with regard to the assertion, tbat the
author of the Epistle to the Hebrews was acquainted with the
writings of Philo, how muech less can this be maintained with
any probability in respect of John the Rudews. In fact, the
works of this mystical Alexandrian Theologian must have
made but little noise, and heen farfrom widely spread, if Valc-
kenaer be correct in what he thinks himself constrained to sup-
pose, that Philo had never read the writings of Aristobulus !
Bee Valckenaer, Deg Aristobulo, p. 95.
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greatest appearance of truth, regard him as the author
of the Epistle. Now, such a one is found in the per-
son of Apollos. According to Acts xviii. 24, he was
*Tovdaiog ' AAeZavdgeds 7 yever; and, there is added,
moreover, a predicate in a high degree true of our au-
thor, he is called avig Adyrog (fucundus) and duvaric év
ral; ypapai;,. 'We may infer precisely these qualities
in Apollos from what Paul says of himself with regard
to him, 1. Cor. i.—iv., especially iii. 6 ; ii. 4. Comp. 2
Cor. xi. 5.6. Yor, the great Apostle, who possessed, if
not the elegance, yet the force of speech in so eminent a
degree,® in declaring that he alone had, by the weak-
ness of preaching the crucified Jesus, planted the Gos-

el in the Corinthian Church, plainly points out Apol-
{:)s, who, by his knowledge of the Scriptures, had al-
ways been able to overcome the Jews (Acts xviii. 28.),
as the man who had mwatered the seed which was
sown by himself (1 Cor. iii. 6.). Despising the
#sidw, 1 Cor. ii. 4, in his own person, he admits it in
his companion, to whom the Lord of the great build-
ing had assigned a different task from his own. 1 Cor.
iii. 9. 10. Assuredly we know not of any other part-
ner of the Apostle from whose gifts we might more
readily expect such a composition, as our Epistle, than
trom this learned Alexandrian. Does not the Epistle

* Would that our philologers, who so loftily pass by the writ-
ings of the Tentmuker, might feel the words of one of the most
eminent brothers of the guiid, Hemsterhusius, soundingin their
ears, and penetrating their hearts! He closes with the follow-
g words his excellent discourse “ De Apostolo Paulo,” which
lierg first commaunicated to us in the * Symbola L uisburg.
7. 1.” and which Valckenaer had afterwards reprinted, in an
improved state, in the Orationes Tib. Hemsterh. : haec igitur
eloquentia, que non in flusculis verborum et orationis cala-
mistrate pigmentis, sed in indolis excelsa notis, sed in pondere
rerum gravissime pronunciatarum est posita, si cuiquam,
Paulo certe maximo merito assignabitur. . ... . Ergo, wt
paucis dicam, haud vereor asseverure, non fuisse discrtiorem De-
mosthenem in tlla venustalis Allice copia, in isto virtulis ora-
lori@ regno, quam fuerit in his humilis et vulgal® dictionis, si
lulet, sordibus Paulus, verissimum Christiana religionis ful.

trien.~Hear him !
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point him out as the very same person, and employed
in the same busiuess, as he is described to be in Acts
xviii. 28? And, to this must be added, that we might
expect precisely in him an adoption, on the whole. of
the doctrinal type of Paul, for he was instructed in
Christianity by the Apostle’s confidential friends Aquila
and Priscilla, his activity, so far as our informa-
tion extends, was chiefly displayed in those regions in
which that Apostle had propagated the Gospel, and 1
Cor. xvi. 12,, Titus iii. 13., prove that he stood in
some more intimate connection with Paul. Finally
(which is especially important), Apollos does not ap-
pear as altogether a subordinate preacher, nor must we
consider him as dependent on the Apostle of the hea-
then in the same way as we look upon Timothy or
Titus : on the contrary, he appears, 1_Cor. i. 4, along
with Peter and Paul, as one of the chief propagators
of the Gospel, in whom, as may reasonably be infer-
red from what is there said of him, and notwithstand-
ing his dependence on the Pauline doctrinal type, we
may suppose a peculiar view of it. I, to all these his-
torical indications, we add the internal evidences,
which certainly favour the supposition of the Epistle
having had an Alexandrian origin, the hypothesis
which assumes Apollos as the author of it will not only
appear credible, not only the best supported of those
:;itbhlexto set up, but, in itself, in the highest degree pro-
able.

The following fact also deserves, perhaps, some at-
tention. The close connection of Clement of Rome
with the Corinthians indicates a more intimate ac-
quaintance likewise with Apollos, and explains why
Ae has made such frequent use of the Epistle to the
Hebrews.

Accordingly, we cannot, as we conceive, close this
portion of our inquiry better than in the language of
Bleek. ¢ And thus we must confess that, as in other
things, Luther in this conjecture, whether he first pro-
posed, or only coincided with it, has shown equal free-
dom of opinion and true critical tact.”
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- CHAPTER II
THE RECEIVERS OF THE EPISTLE.

WHEN we speak of the receivers of this composition,
we must justify the denomination of it as an Epistle.
Commencing without the usual greeting, containing,
in its progress, almost no personal allusion, and only a
few allusions at its close, it might, perhaps, with more
propriety, be denominated a ¢reatise. But, since a very
slight distinction obtains between a doctrinal epistle
and a treatise, a distinction depending merely upon the
special relation of the writer and the receivers, we are
not, although the work approximate more to the form,
entitled, on that account, to give it the appellation of a
treatise, when, as is the case with the work under con-
sideration, it bears characteristic marks of having been
addressed and sent to particular readers as an Kpistle.
Now, such marks are not only found in the concluding
chapter, but are sufficiently obvious in the Paraneses,
ch. vi. and x.

The receivers of the Epistle are designated in the
superscription by the few words #pi; ' EGsaicvs,. Why it
wants a complete salutation, which. in the other Epistles,
contains also the address, we have already (pp. 52, 53.)
considered. If the superscription proceeded from the
author himself, then, as the salutation is wanting, the
former would be really an address,® and, from its indis-
tinctness, it would follow that we have before us an
encyclical Epistle directed to no particular community.
This has, in fact, been the opinion of several : Scholion
in Matthii, Braun, Lightfoot, and others. Stuart, also,
makes it encyclical, in supposing that it was especially
destined for the community at Caesarea, but that. from
this community, it was to be spread among all the He-

* The Epistles of the ancients, rolled up in the manner of a
scroll, and tied with a thread, were frequently without any ad-
dress, in our sense of the word.
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prews.? That it was addressed to a particular com-
munity must necessarily be supposed, as it follows from
the special Paraneses, the special greetings, the an-
nouncement of the author’s arrival among them, &c.
But, if it be so, the superscription would seem to be in-
correct: and thismight certainly be the case, as thesuper-
scriptions of the New Testament writingsarenot the com-
position of the author of the books. See the superscrip-
tion : 7 wpdg KognDiovg émiororn wpdiryn. But, it isnot
necessary to give up the propriety of this superseription,
which is, on the contrary, completely justified by usage
in the language of that period; so that no decisive ar-
gument can be brought against any one who may con-
sider it as an address added by the author himself.
The word 'EBpaivg, in the time of Christ, was employed
to denote, in addition to its original signification, the
Jews of Palestine, in contradistinction to the 'EAAnvio-
rai. Comip. Acts vi. 1. This is the conclusion to which
we are led, indeed, by its being contrasted with éAAn-
videw, to speak Greek, as characterising those who made
use of the Hebremw, that is, of the Aramaic tongue, and
who were precisely the inkabitants of Palestine. This
signification is particularly obvious in the denomination
sbayyihioy xad ‘ESpaiovs, Comp. Irenzus, Adv. her.
iii. 1., and Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. iii. 24. In the latter
passage it is said: MarQalos uiv yap wpirspor ' Efpaiosg
angbEas, ds fwshhs xai 9 irégoug iivau, waspiy yAwrTy,
yeapfi wagadovs rd xar' abriy edayyisond ©

* In this view of the matter, the idea of an encyclical writing
is not indeed retained ; for, in the sense, that the proper receiv-
era of the Epistle gave it to others for their perusal, all the apos-
tolical Epistles may be called encyclical.

* Matthew having first preached to the Hebrews, as he saw
himself obliged to go to others, presented to them his Gospel
written in their native language.

¢ When Eichhorn, who rejects the opinion here advanced,
says (Einleit. iii. 2. 8. 481.), * In no passage does the name
‘Efgaiss refer to the language, but always to the religion or the
descent,”’ he has Acts vi. 1. decidedly against him, but he leaves
that passage wholly unnoticed. In the passages quoted from
the Fathers of the Church, though ‘Ef¢aios might certainly be
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Now, the opinion that the ‘Efzaiu, to whom our
Epistle was addressed, were really those of Palestine,
receives the strongest support from the character of the
Epistle. That attachment to the Jewish worship which
it supposes in those to whom it was addressed can be
most easily conceived in those Jewish Christians who
had been, or still were, eye-witnesses of the splendid
temple-worship in Jerusalem. Another circumstance
may be added: the absence of all allusion to Gentile
Christians, both with regard to their election, and the
relation of others to them. Against this, indeed, it
may be alleged, that the Epistle of James was like-
wise written to Jewish Christians of the Diaspora,
without touching upon their relation to the Gentile
Christians.  Still, there is this difference between the
two cases: On the one hand, our author, as a disciple
of Paul, might more readily be expected to discuss such
matters, and, on the other, his subject might more na-
turally lead him to doso. Yet the expression in ch. ii.
16. would have been decidedly offensive had there beén
Gentile Christians, together with the Jewish, in that
community.

The objections against this view, which respect the
receivers of the Epistle, seem to us to have too slender
a foundation to demand a particular examination.
That which seems the most specious, viz. that an Epis-
tle in Greek was little calculated for those J ewish
Christians who spoke Aramaic, the reader will find re-
futed in the following chapter. A great number of
hypotheses, concerning the regions for which it was des-
tined, are pointed out and refuted by Bleek, § 13—15.,
and Schott, Isagoge, § 80. The latest critics have been
unanimously of opinion, that the receivers were Chris-

referred to the descent and religion, yet a reference is made a¢
the same time, Liay, esp.cially, to the l:nguage. The same re-
mark holds good with respect to the passage in Eusebius, Hist.
Eccl. 6. 14.; whereas, in another passage, which Eichhorn might
have alleged in his favour, 1. 6.¢c. 11, § 3 iy 77 IaAairTivg
‘EPgais; dvixadw, the reference to descent is decidedly the pro-
minent one,
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tians of Palestine, an opinion which prevailed, also, in
the ancient church, as with Clement, Lusebius. Jerome,
Theodoret, &c. Mynster. alone, has renewed the de-
fense of Storr’s notion, that the Epistle was intended
for the Galatians. And Réth, in his thoroughly
unsuccessful work: Epistolam vulgo * ad Hebraeos”
inscriptam non ad Hebraeos id est Christianos genere
Judaeos sed ad Christianos genere gentiles et quidem
ad Ephesios datam esse, Francof. ad M. 1836., upon the
supposition that the conjectured author Apollos stood
in some more close relation to the Ephesians, and that
the Jsargiliuevor, x. 33., refers to the uproar in Ephe-
sus. Acts xix. 23., et seq., has set up the hypothesis,
that the Ephesians were the receivers of the Epistle.

CHAPTER III
THE LANGUAGE OF THE EPISTLE.

Ir the readers for whom this Epistle was destined
were Hebrews of Palestine, we should, as appears to us,
be necessarilyled, by thiscircumstance, to the conjecture,
that it was originally written in the Aramaic language,
and then translated. Thatit was so is distincily affirm-
ed by many ancient writers, by Clement of Alexandria,
Eusebius, Jerome, Theodoret, Euthalius, &c., and also
in the subscription of Cod. 31. Still, that this opi-
nion rested upon no historical fradition, but upon a
conclusion drawn partly tfrom the difference between
the diction of this Epistle and that of the Epistles of
Paul, partly from the opinion that the Hebrews of Pa-
lestine could have been acquainted with no other lan-
guage but the Grecian, may be proved from these two
points, viz. that other writers, of equal antiquity, have
endeavoured to remove the first difficulty in another
manner, as, for instance, Origen, when he attributed
the thoughts only to Paul, and, that the supposition of
Clement of Rome, or Luke, being its translator, evidently
shows an endeavour, by conjecture, to account for the
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character of the Grecity of the Epistle. Comp. pp. 4.
and 30. J. D. Michaelis, indeed, essayed, from inter-
nal reasons, namely, from presamed errors in transla-
tion, to show that the work must have originally been
written in Hebrew. But his argument is equally des-
titute of solidity with that which Eichhorn and Bert-
holdt have attempted, on the same grounds, to set up,
in the case of some others of the New Testament
books. :
Fromits style, itis incontestible that the Epistle to the
Hebrews was originally written in Greek; for no com-
position, as a faithful translation from the Aramaic,
could ever have come forth with the same perfection
in the structure of its sentences. ¢ Yet,” says Bleek,
with justice, « if it were written, by its author, in Ara-
maic, and its present Grecian form proceeded from
another, the translator has handled it with so much
freedom and nddress as to justify no longer the title
of a translation, but of a free rifacimento.” 1Its ori-
ginal composition, in Greek, may be shewn also (a re-
mark which holds equally gootf with respect to the
Epistles of Paul and to this Epistle), from the in-
stances of Paronomasia (the chief of these are v. 8.
xiii: 14.), as well as from the employment of such
Greek words as could be expressed in Hebrew only
by a circumlocution, as wohvuepi; xal wohurpbrwg (i
1.) drabyacua (1.2.), sbaspioraros (xii. 1.), psrprowadsiv
(v.2.). In the last there is also, perhaps, an allusion
to auumadeiv.® There is still another important circum-

8 The appeal is not convincing which is made to the suppos-
ed play upon words in ix. 15. et seq., with respect to Jiaéixn,
where, according to the usual explanation, the author is con-
ceived to make a transition from the signification Covenant to
that of Bequest by Will. Bleek has correctly observed, that

the Aramaic ’P’n"ﬁ and D’P should also have admitted of
Je e g

this play upon words. On the instances of Paronomasia, like-
wise, too much stress has been laid: they are not frequent, and
sometimes they arise naturally in translation. Suppusing, for
instance, that the following words were to be translated into
Greek :—cum regibus aut minime aut suavissime logui oporiet,
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stance to be remarked: our author every where quotes
strictly according to the LXX., and even founds his
roof upon that text in cases where it differs widely

m the Hebrew, for instance in x. 5—7. Even if we
might suppose a translator to have adopted the text of
the LXX. for his Hebrew citations, still, this is im-
possible in those cases where the whole argument sends
us back to the LXX. alone.

But how shall we explain the reason why the
Epistle should have been written in Greek to commu-
nities whose language was the Aramaic, and who de-
rived their name from that very circumstance? Bleek
has, very strangely, contented himself with a counter-
question : * But what if the author were unacquainted
with Aramaic? If, although of the Jewish nation,
he were born and bred in some other country, for ex-
ample, in Alexandria, we could not expect him to
have an intimate acquaintance with the idiom of Pa-
lestine, at least not such an acquaintance as to enable
him to compose, in that tongue, an Epistle of the ex-
tent and tenor of the one before us.® e can very well
imagine, however, that he composed and despatched
his Epistle, in Greek, to the Palestinians, as, at that
period, Greek was so generally known in Judea, par-
ticularly in Jerusalem, that he was not absolutely
obliged to have an Aramaic translation prepared, and
to send his Epistle to his readers in that dialect (p.
38).” It is remarkable that the author of so profound

every one, doubtless, would translate # Hxirea % Riera ; s0, in
1 Cor. ix. 13., the Syriac version has a fine Paronomasia of

‘:M.\E) and \‘.%LQ, where in Greek there is none. So,

also, in Rev. i. 7.

 Philo might have been adduced as a proof of the utter
ignorance of the Hebrew language prevalent among the Alex-
andrian Jews. Highly educated as he was, and anxious to
make it appear that he understeod the sacred language of his
people, Philo shews scarcely any acquaintance with it. The
Hebrew text was read, indeed, in the Synagogues of Alexandria,
along with the Greek translation, but just as little understood
as the Latin is in the public service of the Romish Church.
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and copious an Introduction has not entered more
minutely into the investigation respecting the diffusion,
at that time, of the Grecian language in Palestine.
There appeared, two years prior to his, that model of
a learned inquiry, the treatise of IIug on the use of
, the Greek in Palestine (in the second part of the In-
troduction), which combats, with so much success, the
opinion, general since the time of de Rossi, that the
Syro-Chaldaic was almost exclusively used. To exa-
mine, more closely, this interesting subject would lead
us too far from our present purpose ; we must, however,
draw attention to the following remark : that, partly
from the evidence brought forward by Paulus and
Hug, partly from other proofs which may still be col-
lected, we must suppose the Grecian tongue to have
been, at that time, known to the mass of the Jewish
people in Palestine, and even in the Capital itself.
‘We shall pass over the direct proofs from the Talmud
and Josephus, and the indirect from the historians of
that period, and will only adduce what the New Tes-
tament presents in support of our assertion.

In the first place, it is in the highest degree probable
that Christ spoke Greek.® What language did He em-
ploy in the provinces inhabited by heathens, as in Tyre
am{ Sidon (Mark vii. 24.), and in Decapolis, which
consisted of Greek towns? What with the foreign
Hellenists or Proselytes of the Gate from among the
Greeks (John vii. 30. xii. 20., expositors are not
agreed whether the "EAAze; there mentioned were the
one or the other)? It can be proved that the Ro-
man magistracy, in the provinces, made use, not of the
Latin, but, of the Hellenic tongue, In what language
then did He address Pilate? It may be replied, perhaps .

8 The translator is aware that he has not, in this passage,
exact'y rendered the sense of his author, who means to say,
that Christ must have, occasionally, spoken Greek when he
found it necessary, and, of course, was able to speak that lan-
guage. This ability to speak in different languages, it would
be impossible, in the opinion of the translator, to conceive as not
inherent in Christ, and must, therefore, be taken for granted.
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He spoke by an interpreter ? This cannot be believed,
and still less that Pilate spoke Aramaic. 1t can be
shewn to be equally probable, that the Apostles, even
before they went out into the heathen world, were not
ignorant of Greek. Considerable towns, and portions
of country, in Palestine, were chiefly inhabited by
Greeks ; the rulers of the country, and the Roman
garrisons spoke the Grecian tongue ; the whole of the
foreign Jews who attended at the feast,—and they did
50 by hundreds of thousands at once, there having
assembled, according to the apparently incredible state-
ment of Josephus, at the time of Easter, 2,700,000
souls in_the capital—spoke Greek; those Jews
whose speech was the Grecian, had their own places
of assembly in Jerusalem, the Alexandrians, Cyrenians,
&c. Acts vi. 9.; ix. 29.; and the Christians also, of
the earliest period, mcluded a great number of Jews
who spoke that language, Acts. vi. 1. Under these
circumstances, to omit many other things which could
have been produced, who would not expect a know-
ledge (even if an imperfect knowledge) of Greek in the
disciples of Jesus? Now, that even some of those who,
apparently, had never left Palestine, were acquainted
with that tongue, nay, that their attainments in it
were considerable, is proved, in the most striking
manner, by the instance of James, a person of genuine
Pharisaical education, and head of the community in
. Jerusalem (see Schneckenburger: Ueber den theolo-
gischen character des Briefes Jacobi, in his Beitriigen,
and my Litterarischer Anzeiger, 1832. No. 50.),
who, it would seem, when hHe dicd a martyr in that
city, had never left Palestine.* We cannot but ex-
press our wonder that Hug has passed by this im-

a A certain elegance, and even some acquintance with the
Greek poets, cannot well be denied to James himelf. It is not
very improbable that the passage, i. 17., may have been bor-
rowed from some poet. Independently of the perfect Hexame-
ter which it contains, a second might be easily formed from the
remaining words. As rn instance of the elegancies of speech,
we may refer, also, to the position of the Genitive in iii. 8.
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iortant source of proof unnoticed. The use of the
XX., too, by the Jews of Palestine, should not be
forgotten. Could it bave been in such general use
there that Matthew and John usually follow it, if
Greek had been as little known to the Jews of that
country as Hebrew was to the Alexandrian Jews ?

‘We might now examine how far Peter and John
were acquainted with Greek, before they began their
travels as missionaries, but we shall confine ourselves
to the inquiry, whether, since the fact is, with respect
to James, such as we have shewn it to be, we must not
admit it to be probable that none of the Apostles was
ignorant of Greek. In order to prove this, with re-
gard to the mass of the population in Jerusalem, Hug
makes an emphatic appeal to Acts xxi. 40. And, in
truth, we must acknowledge the weight of its evidence.
Paul is desirous, on the occasion of an uproar which
had been raised against him, to address the people;
they expect from him a harangue in Greek ; El?t), on
his commencing his speech in Aramaic, they be- -
come still more quiet, and listen with yet more atten-
tion. If, on the one side, it follows that the people
generally preferred the language of the country to the
Greek, it is proved, on the other, that they were ac-
quainted with the latter language.

Hence it appears, that we are fairly entitled to the
assumption, that our Epistle could be understood by
the greater part of the receivers of it in Palestine, with-
out an interpreter; and so these data may suffice to
explain why an Epistle addressed to Christians of
Pa‘l,estine should have been composed in Greek. We
will add this further observation, that the remarks we
have made on the receivers, and the language of the
Epistle, serve to fortify us in our opinion that Paul
was not its author. If ke who had, from the period
of adolescence (and this, among the Jews, began at
the age of 14), studied the literature of the Jews, and,
as the text we have quoted, shews, could speak Ara-
maic fluently, if Ae had found it necessary to write to
the Christians, of Jewish descent, living in Palestine,
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would he not, in accordance with his principle of be-
coming all things to all men, have msulg the par-
tiality of his nation for the language which they had
inherited, and have written to them in Aramaic

CHAPTER 1IV.
TIME AND PLACE OF THE COMPOSITION OF THE EPISTLE.

WHATEVER can be determined upon these points, is
naturally dependent upon the opimon respecting the
author. They who look upon Paul as the writer
have a tolerably firm foundation for their opinion in
those passages of the 13th chapter which touch upon
the personal relations of the author, and may suppose
the time of that Apostle’s firstimprisonment in Rome,
and, indeed, shortly before the termination of it, as the
period of the composition of the Epistle (Comp.
above, chap. I. §. 2. A.) The usual subscription, also,
favours this view : éyedpn dad riis ‘Irariag, Cod. A.
dxd ‘'Pdunc. They who suppose other authors
are almost unanimous in this, that the Epistle was
written before the destruction of Jerusalem. But
they differ respecting the place, or leave it altogether
undetermined. In supposing Apollos the author,
we are too little acquainted with the circumstances
of that Apostolic man’s life to be able to advance any
thing more definite respecting the place of its com-
position. But, so far as the time is concerned, we
may certainly conclude, from the Epistle, that the
sanctuary and the Levitical service must have sub-
sisted at the period when it was composed. Comp.
particularly, chap. ix. 8., where sacrifice is spoken of as
still practised. It cannot, however, have been writ-
ten long before the destruction of that city, for the
receivers of it appear to have, some considerable time
before, embraced Christianity (v. 12), having, as
Christians, had experience of many things, both good
and evil (x. 32—34.), and many of those who had

G
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first instructed them being already dead, (xiii. 7.), and
probably, indeed, as martyrs.

CHAPTER V.

OBJECT, CONTENTS, AND THEOLOGICAL SCOPE OF THE
EPISTLE.

THE object of the Epistle is parenetic. The re-
ceivers appear as wavering in their faith, and in dan-
ger_of relapsing altogether into Judaism ; ii. 1—4.;
ui. 1. 7. 14,5 iv. 1. 11—13. 14—16.; v. 11.; vi.20.;
x. 22—24. 2589 ; xii. 13, 4. 12, 13. 15. 26.;
xiii. 9. Therefore, to confirm them in their faith, the
author represents to them that, in the economy of the
New Covenant, they had received much more than
they had resigned with the Old ; in the Old Covenant
they had but the outline, in the New the completed
picture, x. 1. This dogmatical argument serves as a
support for the exhortation up to x. 18.; and that
portion of the Epistle has, with reason, been especially
called the dogmatical. For, although a comparison
between the Old and New Covenants occurs, likewise,
chap. xii. 19—24 (xiii. 10. 12.), still it is there treated
in a more cursory manner. The single leading points of
the comparison are the following : 1. The author of
the New Covenant is exalted 'above all angels, the
short period of His humiliation praving nothing to the
contrary, seeing that, precisely by that huniiliation, He
wrought out our salvation, and became a High-priest of
the New Covenant, chap. i.-ii. (xii. 25.) 2. This
High-priesthood is infinitely more exalted that of
the Old Covenant. In it is fulfilled what the word of
prophecy had announced of a High priest after the or-
der of Melchisedec, chap. v. vii. 3. Hence, the co-
venant established by this High priest, the new rela-
tion between God and man, is much more exalted
than the alliance maintained through the mediation of
the priests of the Old Covenant—what was typical in
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the latter came substantially to pass in the former,
chap. viii,, ix., x.
lg'om this, then, arises the theological import of the
Epistle. Itis, 1. A completeillustration of the words -
of Augustine, which I have adopted as the motto of
the present work : Novum TEsTAMENTUM IN VETERE
latet, VETUS IN Novo patet. And, the study of it is
important in proportion to the importance, at the pre-
sent time, of imbuing with secure views of the divine
import of the Old Covenant, those Theologians who be-
lieve in the revelation of the New. 2. The Epistle
sanicularly leads us to the understanding of the Re-
eemer’s High-priesthood ; and, as, in the present age,
especially, there is an endeavour after a more profound
knowledge of the doctrine of the Atonement, so, in this
respect, the Epistle is of great value to the Theologian.

CHAPTER VI

ON THE CANONICALNESS AND AUTHORITY OF THE
EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS.

Taose theologians who do not conjoin the ecclesi-
astical and critical interests have pronounced an in-
quiry, like the present, in an Introduction to this
Epistle, superfluous. But, surely, the theological cri-
tic, who finds himself constrained to deny the directly
Apostolic origin of a book adopted into the canon of
Holy Writ, is bound to give an account why, and
to what extent, it may belong to the canon, and—as
this gives their significance to the canonical books
—whether it may be used as a norma fidei et vite
Christiane.  After the landable example of Bleek,
and Liicke on the A se, we will enter upon this
inquiry, and proceed, as from a starting point, with
some general remarks upon the Canon.

A consideration, which raises as much disquietude
in the more superficial inquirer, as it yields comfort to
the deeper observer, is this, that, in the history of the
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Christian world, and, particularly, in the history of the
book upon which the Christian world founds its faith,
accident has had as free scope asin the general history
of mankind. As no inward, positive, Divine influence,
nor any outward Divine arrangement, put the historical
writers of the New Testament in a condition to deli-
ver to us, with the strictest fidelity to the letter, the
words which the Redeemer spoke; Providence havi
neither by internal nor external means guard
inst variations of the sacred text by transcribers,
in like manner, no outward authority, nor any rule dis-
tinctly recognised in their consciousness, guarded the
primitive Christian Church in the formation of the
Canon of Holy Writ. But, as in the external world
in which earthquakes and monstrosities interrupt not
the eternal order and harmonious connection of the
whole, and, in the moral history of a world in which
a Nero and a Cataline cannot disturb, by the instru-
mentality of man, the sure procedure of the great
Creator, and only lead us the more tv the acknowledg-
ment of a Supreme wisdom, so the deeper observer of
the constitution of the Holy Scriptures must be struck
with the greater admiration, when, with all the scope
left to w%xrat we call accident, he sees attained the
lofty end proposed to Himself by the Father of men.
When, in spite of the 30,000 various readings which
were reckoned up, even in the time of Mill, in the
New Testament, a text has been formed from which,
—as every reasonable man confesses,—we can draw,
with the most perfect confidence, the doctrine of the
Gospel, who will not acknowledge the hand into which
all-the unseen threads run together, from out of every
contingency ? ¢ He rules,” says Haman, in the lan-
guzﬁe of the Bible, “in the midst of his enemies.”
Such contingencies must be regarded as the abortions
of nature, by which her grand and silent march is
never for a moment disturbed, nay, which—says a
great theologian—prove the existence of a Providence
more than the regularities of nature, as they prove
that even the irregularity might become the rule.
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In the construction of the Biblical Canon we perceive
something similar. Some writings of the Apostles
have been lost (1 Cor. v. 9.); spurious epistles were,
even during their lives, ascribed to them (2 Thess. ii.
2.) ; writings, not spurious indeed, get not the com-
position of the Apostles, are found in our Canon;
others, again, as those acknowledged by us, have been
regarded as canonical,—and still, who would affirm
that the Canon of the New Testament, as it lies at pre-
sent before us, does not supply a certa regula fidei
et vil@ Christiane ?

That the writings of the men whom the Lord im-
mediately selected to continue his work were worthy of
a place in the Canon will be at once acknowledged.
These the primitive Church specially adopted. She
did not, however, limit herself to them, but received,
likewise, some works written by disciples of the
Apostles, as the Gospels of Luke and Mark, and the
Acts of the Apostles. Whether Jamesand Jude, from
whom came our New Testament Epistles, belonged to
the number of the Apostles, is, at least, a matter of
dispute. Origen and Clement cite the writings of the
retended Hermas and Barnabas as canonical ; the

istle of Clement of Rome was read in most of the
Cgristian Churches, like the sacred wntmgs (Euseb.
Hist. Eccl. iv. 23.), and is found in one of the most
ancient MSS,, the Cod. Alex., along with the Biblical
books. The Epistle to the Hebrews, too, is probably
not the production of an Apostle. Now, what principles

ided the Church in her reception of these writings
into the Canon ? Itis agreed that there were no known
rules on thissubject. A sure historico-religious tact, of
which they were unconscious, led the first Christians
to admit, along with the Apostolic writings, those
works, the authors of which had been placed in the
closest connection with the Apostles, and, whose spirit
is J)urely Christian ; and this tact, whereby that Pro-
vidence spoke which built up the Christian communi-
ties, has approved itself most remarkablyin the fact, that
not one of the many impure, apocryphal gospels, nay,
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not even the IToiusy of Hermas (impure, also, in spirit,
and yet so highly prized by some individuals), nor yet
the Epistle of Barnabas, was received into the Canon:
on the other band, the Epistle of Clement, enjoying a
wider circle of readers, approaches in spirit the nearest
to the Pauline Epistles, and must be considered un-
worthy of a place in the New Testament Canon
only on account of its want of originality. The cor-
rectness of this tact, in the primitive Church, is evin-
ced, also, beyond a doubt, in respect of the Epistle to
the Hebrews. Let us suppose the case—that, instead
of the Epistle before us, tll:at preserved under the name
of Barnabas had been admitted into the Canon. What
a stain would it have been upon our collection of New
Testament writings! 'Who could have read it without
a smile at the dullness and narrow-mindedness of the
author ? and yet—let it not be forgotten—there was
no knomwn rule which made this be rejected and that
retained ; for the Epistle of Barnabas, so far as we can
trace it in history, was ascribed to that distinguished
fellow-labourer of the Apostles, and, therefore, in that
respect, equal to the Epistle to the Hebrews, and high-
ly valued by some Fathers of the Church who were de-
ficient in the purer Christian spirit. If the Epistle to
the Hebrews Ee the work of Apollos, a place, by that
circumstance, is, on the historical side, secured to it in
the Canon ; and he that enters into its genius will join
in the testimony borne to it by De Wette (see his Ein-
leit. ins. N.T. s. 291.), and place it, in point of matter
and spirit, on a level with the most admired produc-
tions of the apostolic literature.

‘We come now to the more difficult question, what
normative importance we are to attach to the Epistle,
if it must be referred, not to an Apostle, but, to the
companion of an Apostle? Even the ancient Church
supposed a less degree of authority in the disciples of
the Apostles, fou:gred upon a smaller measure ofP parti-
sipation in the Divine Spirit. The mannerin which:Ter-
tullian adducesthe evidence of our Epistle, as an appen-
dix to that drawn from the other New Testament writ-
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ings, strikingly and instructively illustrates this subject
(see p. 18.). It appears that a gradation of the ope-
rations of the Divine Spirit was supposed, similar to
that which Origen supposes between the immediate
declaration of God in ¢¢ The Lord saith,” and the me-
diate Divine doctrines (Comp. the remarkable passage
In Joan. tom iv. p. 5.), or, as the Rabbins supposed in
the Old Testament, when they ascribed to the D'N*2 3

a smaller measure of the spirit than to Moses, and to
the DN an inferiority to the D'N*1). Some
principle must have been applied to those New Testa-
ment writings, of which the spirit was Christian, but
the author doubtful, or unknown, similar to that
which served as a guide in regard to the acknowledged
writings of the disciples of the Apostles; the former-
having in their favour the presumption that, at least,
they were composed by men in close correspondence
with the Apostles. And thus it happened that the
Antilegomena were regarded as a subordinate class of
the New Testament writings, were seldomer read to
the people, and quoted less frequently to establish
Christian doctrine. In this way, also, arose a distine-
tion of the New Testament Scriptures, like that ob-
taining among the books of the Old, between the
Canonical, in the stricter sense, and the Apocryphal.
Jerome employs this latter title in speaking of the An-
tilegomena, and characterises them as those que ec-
clesia legit ad wdificationem plebis, but does mnot
employ ad aucloritatem ecclesiasticorum dogmatum
confirmandam. This very division has been adopt-
ed by the Lutheran Church, which distinguishes
the libri proto-canonici of the New Testament from the
deutero-canonici, as the Roman Church does with re-
spect to the scriptures of the Old Testament. The cri-
tico-historical loae of truth in the Protestant Church
endeavoured to introduce this distinction even to the
knowledge of the laity. Those books which Luther
had distinguished from ¢ the right, certain, main
books,” as he calls them, the five Antilegomena, which
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Eusebius reckoned, along with the Epistle to the He-
brews and the Apocalypse, of which Luther had called
in question the apostolic origin, were, as we have re-
marked, p. 57. note, even in point of position, in the
collection. separated from those main books. Hence
the Epistle to the Hebrews, that of James, the book of
Jude, and the Apocalypse, went together, and were
placed after those certain books; in the older editions
of the Bible, the first twenty-three books, only, are
marked with a continuous number, while the remain-
ing four follow undistinguished. This marked divi-
sion of the New Testament continued to be general
in the Luthern Church so late as the seventeenth cen-
tury. But, as in other respects, after the middle of that
century, the critico-historical avidity for truth which
distinguished the Reformers lost its energy, so that,
for instance, the doubt of the Pauline composition
ceased henceforward to be heard, so this critical divi-
sion of the Canon, too, disappeared.

Now, if a degree of authority is to be allowed to
the compositions of the disciples of the Apostles in-
ferior to that ascribed to those of the Apostles them-
selves, there arises the question, what is the difference
in degree of illumination in both, and what, conse-
quently, in their normative authority? We cannet,
on this subject, refer to the manner in which it has
been handled in any approved books of dogmatics; nay,
the very questions to which we are led by our Epistle,
have not even been discussed in treatises on the inspira-
tion of the Apostles; and we, therefore, find ourselves
compelled to attempt a dogmatical deduction, at least
by way of indicating the path to be followed. .

A radical investigation of this subject must proceed
upon a definition of the manner in which the know-
ledge of truth existed in Christ himself. The dogma-
tics of Schleiermacher connect this question in a pecu-
liar manner with the doctrine of the sinlessness of
Christ. But, from the sinlessness of the Redeemer we
can conclude to nothing more, in the first place, than a
normal condition of a feeling of piety, leaving it still
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uncertain by what extent of knowledge that feeling was
accompanied. A strong and clear self-consciousness
must, at any rate, be supposed in Him, as, otherwise,
He would have been deficient in that clear expression
of His pious emotions which is so requisite in a teacher.
This, however, is not enough. Assuming this opinion,
assuming that He could with facility express what He
felt in adequate images and representations, still a two-
fold deficiency would always meet us: in the first
place, this religious knowledge would refer only to the
relation between God and man, and to no other ele-
ment of faith ; in the second place, it would be mere-
ly the knowledge of His own states of feeling, not that
of objective truth. Ullmann, in his work on the Sin-
lessness of Christ, has omitted the consideration of this
side of the inquiry ; Schweizer, in his treatise * On the
Dignity of the Founder of our Religion,” claims for
Christ the consciousness of His states of feeling, of
the manner in which “ He was affected (Ger. sein
Afficirtseyn) by God,” but thinks that a scientific, ob-
jective knowledge cannot be admitted to have been

resent in Him (Stud-u. Krit. 1834. s. 841. et seq.).

lwert, proceeding upon the views held by the school
of Schleiermacher, consistently makes the possession
of religious truth in the Apostles dependent upon the
measure of their sinlessness (in the instructive treatise
on Inspiration in Klaiber’s Studien des evangel. Geist-
lichkeit Wirtembergs B. 2. H. 3.; against him is
Steudel, in the treatise on the Inspiration of the
Apostles, and the subjects connected with it, in the
Tubinger theologischen Zeitschrift 1832, H. 2. u. 3.) ;
while Twesten, in whom the views of Schleiermacher
disappeared before the supranatural interest, proves the
infallible inspiration of the Apostles from their destina-
tion for the Church.

The inquiry into the manner in which the fercep-
tion of truth existed in Christ, has its proper place in
the doctrinal discussion respecting the person of Christ,
and the status exinanitionts. The doctrine of the in-
carnation of the Adyos is, in substance, that the self-
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consciousness of the man Jesus, fornmiing a continuity
with that of the Aéyo;, was conscious algo, of the in-
finitude of the actuality of the Adéyo;. But, regarded
as a separated human existence, He bad, at the same
time, those bounds assigned to Him which are neces-
sarily supposed in the individual man. To this point
are to be referred progressin the different stages of life,
with the gradations in development, the distinction of
national peculiarity, of sex, of calling. Without these
distinctions, the individual ceases to be discriminated
from other individuals, and to occupy a place in the
organism of mankind. Now, the essential point of our
inquiry is, the particular calling. Christ was called to
be a religious subject, to reveal the absolute religion
of mankind. To this end a religious life is required,
that is, the absolute combination (Zusammenschluss)
of the consciousness of self with the consciousness of
God, and that combination, too, considered as ener-
getical, so that this unity shall be realized in all the
utterances of life. Again, to this belongs the absolute
knowledge of religion. We understand, by this ex-
Ppression, moreover, not merely a knowledge of the emo-
‘tions of the subject, but a perception of objective truth.
And, with this calling is also supposed the retirement
of other spiritual tendencies and powers. Had these,
in an equal degree, appeared in energy, they must
have revealed themselves as action, and thus the Re-
deemer must have acted creatively in the sphere of
politics,—of the fine arts,—of science. Still, as every
sphere of life becomes perfect when man stands in a
right relation towards God, so, along with the influ-
ence of Christ upon the religious sphere, He had com-
municated to Him, émplicité, an influence upon every
other sphere, as is shewn by the result in His Church.
But here arises another question: are not the other
limits, necessarily supposed with the individuality,
boundaries, at the same time, to the absolute revela-
tion of religion ¢ This we may not, however, affirm,
The human mind, fully developed, has, speaking ge-
nerally, no barriers, it can pass out beyond itself, and
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be in every other. Hence we see the more highly
gifted man has no insurmountable barrier in his na-
tional consciousness, he enters into the spirit of other
tribes of men, and his own national consciousness be-
comes, in proportion as he is the more perfect, the more
a form in which to fulfil his vocation in the definite
place in which he stands. In the Jewish people, besides,
we- must consider, particularly, the character of their

peculiar calling. The whole nation may be regarded

as a religious individual, every thing in it had a reli-

gious purpose. -And thus the purified Jewish nation-

ality forms the basis for the special labours of the Re-+
deemer in His calling.

Bat a still greater difficulty meets us from another
quarter. Religious knowledge is only then absolute
when it discerns its relation to other knowledge, and
contemplates, in the light of truth, not merely the
religious ideas, but also the history commected with
these, in so far as that history is the bearer of religious
ideas. Christ connects the new religion with the old,
and makes manifold references to its history. Itis
clear that not every conceivable historical error would be
of importance for religious knowledge, but, it is not less
true that there are historical errors which would essen-
tially alter religious knowledge ; if, for instance, Christ,
upon the ground of the testimony of history, had re-
garded the sacrifice of Isaac, the so-called theft (for
such it was not, see Litt. Anz. 1832. N. 63. s. 502.)
of the vessels from the Egyptians, and the extermi-
nation of the Canaanites, as the commands of God,
and yet these things had not been such. Shall we say,
then, that Christ had all the positive knowledge which
can be acquired by learning alone,—that he obtained
his knowledge in this way only, and that, consequent-
ly, it was conditioned by the limitations of his people,
—of his time, and of his teachers? Or shall we say,
that, in those cases in which the province of religious
knowledge touched upon any other department we may
not deny to Him an intuitive insight into that other
knowledge also ? The former view, offensive as it may
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appear, loses its offensiveness, in part, when we add, that
the religious sense perceived, in an immediate way, the
%enuine religious purport under all the historical forms,

ut, that the knowledge respecting the historical, parti-
cularly, appears as something indifferent. Let us eluci-
date thesubject by an examp%e. The inward sense might
perceive, in the words of Genesis, which present to us
the institution of marriage, the genuine idea of that
connection, but, whether the case was such as history
relates of Adam and Eve is the unessential part of the
subject. So the inward sense might perceive that
what is written in Isaiah Ixi. 1. expresses the idea
to realise which Christ was come; but, whether, in
that passage, the prophet spoke in -his own name, or
that of the Messiah, is the unessential matter. Some,
indeed, may conceive that Old Testament facts, such
as those mentioned, have no purely religious contents
at all, but are the fictions of impure passion. With this
view of the Old Testament, the supposition of an abso-
lute religious knowledge in Christ can be reconciled
only by ascribing to Him also an intuitive insight into
other knowledge. But, from other circumstances, also,
we are led to suppose in the Redeemer such an intuitive
insight into other provinces. If, namely, the idea of
an absolute religious knowledge equally demands a
formal as a material perfection ; if the conception of
Redeemer imply that the members of His Church, in
religious perception, are not capable of rising above
the Head of it, there follows the conclusion to such an
insight in Christ into the positive knowledge connected
with religion as would make Him free from error.
‘Were it otherwise, the scientific and more profound
theologian of our own days would be constrained to
regard the religious knowledge of the Redeemer as but
an initial step. Let us form a clear conception of cer-
tain individual cases, and it will appear evident, besides,
that the mere contemplation of religious ideas, without
their concrete shape, must have brought with it, at
least, a more obscure expression of these ideas them-
selves. Could Christ have been distinctly conscious res-
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Eotmﬁ eschatology,—could hisconsciousness havegone
yond amere conjecture (Ger. Ahnung), if he had not
hadan intuitioninto all conerete relations ¢ To the ques-
tion, in what mode a historical knowledge, going beyond
what historically surrounded Him, is possible ?—the
answer lies in the theory of prophetism. The pro-
phets have foretold, not only general, but, also, single
concrete events. It can be proved incontestably, that
Christ, with absolute certainty, foretold events, which,
irrespective of prophetical intuition, could have been
announced only in the form of a threat, in the cate-
gory of possibility and probability. An extreme scep-
ticism has wished to render doubtful even such data
as the prediction of the denial of Peter. Be it so.
We will take a section of the discourses of Jesus, the
authenticity of which even the very extremest scepti-
cism has never impugned. That the parables of Jesus,
in Matth. xxi. xxil., are really declarations of Christ is
admitted even by de Wette, and, in these, it is declared
by Christ, in the plainest words, at a time when not a
single heathen had been converted, that the kingdom
of God should be, in an cial manner, established
in the heathen world. « Therefore say I unto you,”
so runs the passage, Matth. xxi. 43., * The kingdom
of God shall be taken from you, and given to a nation
bringing forth the fruits theregf.” With the same un-
doubting distinctness, many declarations are uttered,
and have never been contested, respecting the ap-
proaching destruction of the city, and the impending
catastrophe of Israel. Matth. xxii. 7. Luke xix. 42.,
et seq. Shall we suppose the intuition which brought
future events before the eye of the Redeemer unable
to clear up events that were past,—to open up the in-
visible world to His view ?

Let us add to this, that the totality of the impres-
sion of Christ’s personality, as well as many declara-
tions of His regarding His knowledge, admit only
such an idea of Him as obliges us to assume, that the
future could bring no increment to His religious in-
sight. On this subject, the first Gospels and John
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agree, John iii. 11—13. Matth. xi. 27. We will
mention another circumstance, which, although worthy
of a full discussion, has not, as we believe, hitherto, re-
ceived one. It might be shewn, that the manner in
which Christ partly employs Old Testament declara-
tions, partly applies current Jewish formule, in an ideal
sense, indicates a mode of apprehending the religion
of His nation altogether beyond the narrow views
commonly taken by the Jews. Could Christ make:
the declaration, John i. 51., ¢ Verily, verily, I say
unto you, hereafter ye shall see heaven open, and the
angels of God ascending and descending upon the Son
of Man ;”~—could He, we say, make this declaration,
if he had not had a more ideal notion of the angels
than that current in the Jewish theology ? The same
thing holds good with regard to the expressions, “sitting -
on the throne of God,” * coming in the clouds,” in the
words of Matth. xxvi. 64., < From this time shall ye
see the Son of Man sitting on the right hand of power,
and coming in the clouds of heaven.” We draw the
same conclusion from the declaration of our Lord,
Luke xx. 37, 38.,, which it has been usual, indeed, to
cite in a quite contrary way, as a proof of the depen-
dence of Christ upon the Rabbinical exegesis. What
is the point of Christ’s proof? Is it not this, that
when God places himself in so close a relation to any
man as to call himself < the God of that man,” there
is conveyed in the very words, the eternity of such
a man! Certain highly intellectual philosophers
have recently pointed out the correlative nature of
faith in God and in immortality, and we shall not do
wrong if we assume, that the Redeemer, in that decla-
ration, intended to convey an equivalent notion. Itis
important that a greatnumber of His declarations should
be weighed with a distinct reference to this question.
From an inquiry of this kind, we have come to the
conclusion, tqhat, in the declarations of our Lord, an
accommodation, in form, may be proved to a much
greater extent than is commonly supposed, a conclu-
sion which has strengthened our conviction that, with
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respect, also, to religious knowledge not immediate,
we must not conceive Christ as in any way dependent
on the degree of culture by which He was surrounded.
A distinction between the religious knowledge of
the Apostles and that of our Lortfl not merely in de-
gree, ﬁ:, in specie, is proved by the single declaration
of Paul, 1 Cor. xiii. 12., ¢ For now we see through a
lass in a dark word ; but then face to face: now I
Enow in part; but then shall I know even as also I
am known.”, Is it conceivable, that he who says,
¢ All things are delivered unto me of my Father:
and no man knoweth the Son but the Father; neither
knoweth any man the Father save the Son, and he to
whomsoever the Son will reveal him,” Matth. xi. 27.,
that he who says, “ Every man, therefore, that hath
heard and hath learned of the Father (through the
voice of God revealing itself in every man), cometh
unto me; not that any man hath seen the Father,
save he who is of God, he hath seen the Father,”
John vi. 45, 46,—is it conceivable that this person
could make the declaration of Paul his own 2 That of
Paul confesses, with a twofold reference, the imper-
fection of the Apostolic religious insight. The Apos-
tle knows only s part: his insight, therefore, is im-
rfect, in respect of extension; he sees the truth only
in an enigma : his knowledge, in respect of intensivity,
is imperfect. The imperfection, considered extensivé,
is pronounced in the vii. chap. of the First Epistle to
the Corinthians. There we learn that he had an un-
doubting insight only on certain points, but that, on
other points again, he possessed a tolerably assured °
opinion, yet not so assured as to warrant him in
founding upon it laws for the community. The
imperfection, considered sntensivé, would espeeially a;
pear from the dependent relation in which the Apos-
tolic doctrinal type stands to the individuality of the
Apostle. Biblical theology admits that Paul, John,
and James, follow a different rgéwog waudeicc, that there
is in their doctrine a one-sidedness of apprehension,
modified by their individuality, that their doctrinal
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forms reciprocally supply one another. In Christ, on
the contrary, we have that higher unity, in which are
found the germs of their specializations. We recog-
nige, again, the deficiency of formal perfection in
the Apostolic religious knowledge, in the relative in-
_capacity to rise to a thoroughly clear consciousness
of the purport of the symbolic doctrinal form.
‘When Christ says, He is come to give His life as
a ransom for many, when He speaks of the feast of
joy which the good are to enjoy with the Patri-
archs, of the fire which is never quenched, and the
worm which never dies, we conceive, that, in His
consciousness, the scope of the thoughts, and the na-
ture of the image, were clearly distinguished. 'When,
on the contrary, Paul speaks of Christ as tht(a)dpropiti-
ation for sinners, of the glorified Son of God at the
right hand .of the Father, of the evil spirits in the air,
&ec., the purport of the thoughts was so mingled with
these images in his consciousness that he possessed
that purport only in the images, or would have been
unable, at least with certainty, to separate it from its
figurative meaning. Finally, we find this deficiency
og'fl'ormal perfection, in the dependence of the Apostles
upon the state of culture of the world by which they
were surrounded, so that the measure of their histori-
cal, physical, astronomical insight, does not go beyond
that state. As we intend making a special application
of these two latter -propositions to the Epistle to the
Hebrews, we will enter alittle more into detail. But,
as we have to do with the writing of a coadjutor of the
Apostles, we must previously enter upon the question,
wEat relation the authority, and the nature of the re-
ligious knowledge, of these Apostolic coadjutors stood
to that of the Apostles themselves.
The first question to be answered, is, whether we are
bound to make a distinction in specte, or one in de-
ree only, between the communication of the Divine
g irit to the Apostles, and that to the rest of the
ristian world ? This very important question has
not been satisfactorily treated in recent times, and we
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ourselves confess to have encountered no little diffi-
culty in the elucidation of that relation. As we can-
not go into detail in this place, we will only remark,
that, although such men as Barnabas, and Timothy,
appear acting along with the Apostles, although the
promises of the communication of the Spirit, in John,
nay, even the promises of the power of working
miracles, cannot be limited to the twelve, nor, Paul be-
ing reckoned in the number, to the thirteen (1 Cor.
xii. 9, 10. Mark xvi. 18. (in case this section is
-genuine), Acts viii. 6., yet it appears, as well from the
Apostolic Epistles as from the testimony of the most
remote ecclesiastical antiquity, that a specific autho-
rity belonged to the Apostles, superior to that of their
coadjutors, and all other Christians. In the Apostolic
decree, Acts xv. 22., the Apostles are not placed
uion an equality with, but before, the Presbyters,
while the latter, along with the community, are re-
garded as a whole. This, however, would carry us
no further than to primi inter pares. But the case °
is different with the declaration in Heb. ii. 3., and
Jude v17. According to these passages, the Apostles
appear as absolute authority ; and Paul appears with
an authority specifically different from that of Timothy
—although it may be said. that this is modified by the
youth of Timothy, and his dependence upon Paul.
‘Whenever the Apostle is conscious of speaking from
revelation, he imposes upon the community an abso-
lute obedience to his word, 2 Thess. iii. 6. Gal. i. 8.
1 Cor. xiv. 37.—What the doctrine of the Church
was on this subject at the close of the third century is
shewn by the well-known words of Tertullian: Spiri-
tum quidem Dei etiam fideles habent, sed non omnes
fideles apostoli etc. Ezhort. cast. c. 4. Let us turn,
however, to more early times. The Epistle of Barna-
bas begins with a declaration of its author, respectin

his character as a teacher, such as Paul certainly woulﬁ
not have prefixed to his Epistles: Ego autem non tam-
quam doctor, sed unus ex vobis, demonstrabo pauca, per
que in plurimis letiores sitis, He speaks of the

H
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Apostles, ch. v., as of anr independent class, whose
calling was to spread the Gospel throughout the world.
The Epistle of Clement of Rome, and that of Polycarp,
as well as that of Ignatius, leave a strong impression
on the mind, that these disciples of the Apostles would
have regarded as audacious any pretension to an equa-
lity in position with the Apostles. The closer rela-
tion of the Apostles to Christ is expressed by Clement
in these words, ¢. 42: oi dzéorodos Fud sduyyshicdnoar
aad vol xvpiov 'Insol Xpiorol, "Incols 6 Xpiords dwd veb
Ocol. *E&eméupln 6 Xpiords o0y awd vol @zol, 2ot of dwioe
rohos &wd ToU Xeroros éybvorro oJv dupirsen shrdarwg ix
OsAquaros @cot.2 Their higher prophetic gifts, and their
right of ruling in the church he thus acknowledges, e.
44 : xai of dwiovohor Ny Syvwoay dic ol xuphw iy
*Inool Xpsorol, 8ri éoig Eovau il woU Svbparog v emioxomii:
die. rabrny ody sy aiviay mpbyvwor ein@ires releiay, xosie
ornoay rodg goeignuivevs.® And Polycarp, the disciple
of John, says, in c. iii. of his Epistle to the Philippians,
« olre yap dyd, obre &ANog Suoiog fuol Slvaras xaraxeheu-
Ofioes o7 copie 7ol paxapiov xeel ivdégov TadAov.c These
ages sufficiently prove that even the disciples, the
nearest to the Apostles, regarded the Apostles as be-
longing to another, and a higher order than themselves.
These data compel us to suppose that no disciple of
the Apostles, and, generally, none of the first teachers
of Christianity, pretended to that independent au-
thority with which we see a Paul appear, and that
they rather founded the obligatory force of their own
doctrine simply upon the proof which they gave of its
agreement with that which was originally delivered.

* The Apostles have preached to us from our Lord Jesus
Christ ; Jesus Christ from God. Christ therefore was sent by
God, the Apost'es by Carist ; so both were orderly sent, accord-
ing to the will of God—Archbishop of Canterbury’s version.

b So likewise our Apostlcs knew, by our Lord Jesus Christ,
that there should contentions arise upon account (or about the
name of the bishopric) of the ministry. And, therefore, having
a perfect foreknowledge of this, they appointed persons, as we
have before said. 716,

¢ For neither can I, nor any other such as I am, come up to
the wisdom of the blessed and renowned Paul. Ib.
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That the Spirit of God operated in them with greater
power, and greater clearness, than in the Christians of
a later period of the Church, may the more readily be
granted, as the external agents must at that time have
contributed so much more powerfully in awakening
them, and as, indeed, miraculous powers shewed them-
selves in the communities, which are not to be found
in after times. Still, we make this admission only in
the general, for doubtless there existed just such a di-
versity in the individuals, according to their different
positions, as we find in the later periods of the Chris-
tian Church. Now, we shall be obliged to admit a
more or less disturbing influence in them, on the part of
earlier education, in proportion to the measure of the
Spirit which they received.

It may be wished, perhaps, that we should assign a
moredefinite boundaryto the extent of thesestatements.
Baut, it is probablyimpossible togive a general and ready
rule, which, like an electrometer, applicable in every in-
stance, could be employed to determine with certainty
the degree of inspiration in all cases. Two scientific so-
cieties, so recently as the beginning of the present cen-
tury, proposed, as the subject of a prize, the inquiry:
whether there be actually a gradation in the kingdoms
of nature ? and yet no rational man can doubt of the
existence of such a gradation. But, when the Phy-
sico-theologians, down to the pious de Luc, endea-
voured to shew palpably, in the external habitus, the
modes in the Ontological series where the higher and
lower steps pass into one another, they were justly
ridiculed by Blumenbach. In nothing is nature more
mysterious than in her iransitions, just because her
transitions are commencements. The titles of the chap-
ters, in the book of nature, are not drawn up by God
but by man. This observation is equally applicable in
the province of dogmatics and in I‘:%mt of nature. In
dogmatics, indeed, they have distinguished gratia into
praveniens, operans, cooperans ; but, where shall we
find the dogmatic land-surveyor who will presume,
“pon every occasion, to fix the mere-stone, for the living
sndividual, where the one of these ceases and the other
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begins ? The case is similar with respect to the various

degrees of inspiration, which may be fixed, as to their
smnd features ; but, they bave transitions where one

egree imperceptibly loses itself in another. And we

conceive it to be no more a reproach to the dog-

matist, that he cannot bring them under his division
of chapters, than it is to the naturalist that he can-

not classify the transitions in the kingdom of nature.

‘When the Rationalists of modern times conceived,
that they might rise above the apostolic degree of know-
ledge, they did so upon the ground of the supposed dis-
covery, that the doctrine of the Apostles, literally taken,
led to contradictions, and to sensuous representations of
religious truth incompatible with reason. Paul s
of a sacrificial death of Christ; but, in the bl of a
man, even were he a God-man, there is inherent as
little atoning power as in the blood of an animal; he
speaks of a resurrection of the body ; but the scattered
bones can never again be brought together ; according
to him the faithful shall judge the angels ; but, if they
be good angels—and the word &yy:Ae, without any
adjective, can be referred only to such—what is there
in them to be judged? He speaks of spirits é» roig
ixevpaviag, Eph, 1i. g vi. 12,, but, if by this epithet we
are to understand the lower stratum of the atmosphere,
then no spirits are to be found there, &e. And, be-
sides, the 2 Epistle of Peter, ii. 4., in contradiction with
Paul, says, that the wicked spirits are in Tartarus, and
it is said, 1 Peter v. 8., that the devil goeth about
upon the earth.

Now, in the first place, Rationalism should have had
the courage to confess, that the same, or similar, stones
of offence occur in the discourses of the Redeemer him-
self. It ought also to have been acknowledged, that
the purport of the thoughts which lie at the founda-
tion of such expressions may be true, although not in
the sensuous form in which these thoughts appear in
the utterance of them. And, finally, it must also be
kept in mind, that the Apostles cannot have been al-
together wanting in insight into the inadequacy of the
form in which they presented their doctrine. In
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proof of this may be adduced tAeir change of images
respeciing the same thing; when, for instance, the
Apostle In one passage calls Christ the Paschal lamb,
in another the Mercy-seat, in a third the Ransom, in
a fourth the Medialor. 'We appeal on this point to
Luther also, That thoroughly concrete spirit, who
speaks of divine truths in the most uncouth images of
common life, and lets boldly out against your gentle re-
finers (who have first to filter the milk of the Divine
word through their own coal-sack, that they may render
it more pure), does not think it wrong to write of the
evil spirits in the above mentioned passage of the
Epistle to the Ephesians, “ above us in the air,
they are floating like the clouds over us, and they flut-
ter and fly every where about us like Aumble bees,” &c.
(Walch's Ed. Part 12. p. 471.), to say of the serpent
in Paradise, that, before the fall, it went upright « like
a cock,” and of Christ’s descent into hell, that * He beat
in the gates of hell with his victorious banner.” He
certainly gave no account to himself, generally, of the
relation of image and thought in such discourses, but
that he, notwithstanding, had, we will not say in all,
but, in several of his expressions of this kind a consci-
ousness of the inadequate relation of thought and
image, is seen from the following remarkable passage
in a sermon on the descent into %Iell : «If the matter
were who should be the cunningest, I could be as
cunning as they who so mock us, and scornfully ask
* and mock, how then wasit? Was the banner made of
paper or cloth? How happened it that it wasnot burned
in hell ? what kind of gates, doors, and bars were there
in hell,L—were they of iron or wood ? Now, were I to
endeavour to fathom, to feign forth, and to heighten
these promises without images, and as they are in them-
selves, I could not express them, nor couldst thou un-
derstand. On this account, the outward tokens, images,
and comparisons are good and useful to paint forth the
thing, to compreheng it, and to retain it. Nay they
serve to keep off from us the devil with his fiery darts,
who seeks to seduce us from the word with high and
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subtle thoughts, and we are, through such clear and
easy images, which every man, even the most simple,
can well conceive, kept in the right understanding of
the word.”

In this respect, the study of the immortal work of
Dante, La Divina Commedia, yields many instructive
notions. Throughout the whole of that work there
runs a grand symbolicism, in the use of which the au-
thor was certainly unconseious, in many cases, of the
relation between the thought and its garb, but in some
cases he has expressed distinctly that the material,
local, concrete representation was only a vehicle for the
thought.. In one passage, indeed, he expressly directs
attention to the circumstance, that the local form
which he had selected for the expression of the thought,
is in contradiction with the loeal reality of the relation
subsisting between them. According to his doctrine,
the blessed are in one heaven, and participate in simi-
lar happiness in proportion as they have rendered
themselves susceptible of the influence of the upper
light ; they may be compared to smaller and larger

" vessels, which, indeed, are all full, but, yet with differ-
ent quantities. Now, as they behold the eternal light
in various degrees, it is said of them (Paradise, Canto
iv. 37—48.):

“ Here were they shewn thee, not that fate assigns
This for their sphere, but for a sign to thee
Of that celestial furthest from the height.
Thus needs, that ye may apprehend, we speak :
Since from things sensible alone we learn
That which, digested rightly, after turns
To intellectual. For no other cause
The Scripture, condescending graciously
To your perception, hands and feet to God
Attributes, nor 80 means : and holy church
Doth represent with human countenance
Gabriel and Mich3el, and him who made
Tobias whole.”

Cary’s Transl. v 37—49.

In those forms borrowed from locality, such as
Paradise, Third Heaven, Tartarus, &c., there is sha-
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dowed out, as the poet says, a subject of thought
which can be brought near to, and impressed upon the
general consciousness only in such a concrete form,
‘We have still a few observations to make on the re-
lation which existed, in the Apostles, between error in
mundane things and religious truth. It has already"
been remarked, that the religious sense, even with a
defective and erroneous insight into historical data, can
attain correctness through the guidance of an inward
tact. By fact we understand here, as we do in the
province of the fine arts, a rule reposing in the feelings,
but not coming distinctly and consciously forward.
To this tact, guided by the Divine Spirit, is brought
back what we call inspiration in the kistorians of the
New Testament. That they are not always rigour-
ously exact, is seen by comparing them together, but,
that a want of historical rigour, in particulars, may
exist with historical truth, upon the whole, and kom it
may exist, I have endeavoured to shew in my * Cre-
dibility” (Glaubwiirdigkeit), Sect. V. p. 429, et seq.
2d ed., to which section I beg earnestly to direct the
reader’s attention. The matter is precisely the same
with regard to their narrative of the Redeemer’s dis-
courses. These narratives differ, all of them,—some-
times that of every Evangelist compared with any of
the rest—and yet it would be impossible to find, in any
passage, a conlradiction in the sense of the discourse.
Do we not, in this, perceive a bigher hand ? We find
asimilar relation in the manner in which the Old Testa-
ment is approached by the Apostles. They do not al-
ways go back to the llebrew text, but frequently to the
LXX.; and they may have occasionally failed in a right
perception of the historico-critical constitution of the
books which they employed. But, whoever will care-
fully compare their citations from the Old Testament, -
will be astonished, with all this imperfection in the
form, at the correct religious tact with which they
have employed the Old Testament passages. We
have attempted to shew thig, with respect to one of
he passages most frequently attacked (Gal. iii. 16.),
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in the first Supplement. It must be clear to every
unprejudiced mind, that the new Christian conscious-
ness of those views and traditions, which had reached
a Paul from the Jewish theology, must have formed a
kind of crisis in him. That many traditions, interpre-
tations, and opinions of the Jewish schools still cleaved
to Paul, the want of a foundation for which we now
clearly perceive, must certainly be admitted, and still
when, as 1 Cor., chap. vii., shews, he makes so exaet a
discrimination between his own opinion, and what was
made certainly known to him by revelation, it is evi-
dent, that his delivery of the Evangelical doctrine could
not be disturbed by any impure admixture from tbat
side. And, if it must be admitted generally, that there
reigns in the writings of Paul, Peter, and John, a much
nobler and more rational spirit than in those of the
Rabbins, we may with every reason assume, that what
these Apostles retained of their previous culture was
only the nobler, or, at least, not the mean and foolish
notions. 'This will appear, in the most obvious light,
when we consider the gross Jewish errors which the
Apostles believed before their conversion, and imagine
to ourselves what impression must have been made on
the Christian reader, had they, after their conversion,
represented such opinions, in their doctrinal writings,
as undoubted truth ;—for instance, as appears to result
from John ix. 2., they believed that a man might sin
in his mother’s womb, and, from Matth. xvii. 10., ex-
pected a personal return of Elias. The book called
Ain Jakub contains the whole Agaddin (Legends),
collected from the Talmud, what impression would
they not have produced had they passed into the
writings of a Paul? Some, it is true, have thought
they were able to shew something of the same kind in
the Apostle, namely, at 1 Cor. x. 4. But, the inter-
pretation which charges him, upon the strength of that

e, with belief in the Jewish legend, that the
rock of Moses accompanied the Israclites during the
whole of their march, can be proved to be false.
The Apostle, certainly, did not mean, by the “ pro-
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fane and old wives’ fables,” of which he speaks, 1 Tim.
iv. 7., the wild tales of the Rabbins ; yet such a mind
as his, we think, could not, on the whole, have
passed any other judgment upon them.

‘With the exception, perhaps, of the Revelation of St.
John, there is no New Testament book whose doctrinal
manner, if we are forgetful to distinguish between the
form and the thoughts, which would lead to such crude
and material views as the Epistle to the Hebrews. In
that Epistle, God is represented as dwelling in a taber-
nacle in the most interior portion of the heavens, of
which Moses’ tabernacle of the Covenant was a copy,
close by the Holy of Holies. Passing through the hea-
vens, Christ enters into this portion with His own blood,
and, to complete the atonement, presents it there be-
fore the face of God, Heb. viii. 2, 3.; ix. 11, 24.
He is, generally speaking, appointed Priest at this
tabernacle, viii. 4, 6. ; vii. 24., and, specially, for the
business of intercession, vii. 25. Even in that region,
in keaven, a heavenly Jerusalem is placed, in which
all the spirits made perfect are enthroned, xii. 22.
Christ is represented as High-priest and as a sacrifice,
obliged to bring His own blood before God, if the
human race was to be reconciled. Some more re-
cent expositors, altogether destitute of the power of
contemplating the New Testament doctrinal form as a
whole, and of insight into the general human relation
of the thought to the representation of it, have not
blushed actually to take the greater part of what our
author brings forward, in unconscious symbolicism, in
the proper sense of the expressions. In this respect
he has received from none of his commentators so
rude a bandling as from Bohme. In the remarks on
xi. 10., we read, Erat namque Judacorum, gentis incre-
dibili se suaque omnia superstitione amantis, opinio,
Hierosolyma quaedam, qua sua urbe nihil putarent in
rerum universo vel praeslantius, vel divinius, in ipso
coelo esse aedificata, nimirum ea pro sede patria olim in
aelernum beatorum futura. And upon this follows,
Neque sane non credendum fuerit, nostrum quaque
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gente Judacum eadem opinione fuisse quantumcunque
praeditum el imbutum. Qn viii. 2., it is said that it is
a laudabile figmentum of the author when he coelesti
templo a lectoribus dudum, sed ita, ut careret pontifice
suo, credito places Jesus at the head as High-priest,
who will continue there eternally to exercise His office.
Nay,according to xii. 22 , the author not only believed in
a heavenly Jerusalem, but also in a Mount Zion in hea-
ven. This commentator is fully supported by the work
of Rith, mentioned p. 75., comp., for instance, p. 71.
of that work. Now, in the first place, we might inquire
of these theologians, in order to come to an understand-
" ing on this subject, whether they expound the dis-
courses of Christ according to the same herme-
neutical principles, and extract from Luke xvi. 9,
that Christ thought there were many mansions in hea-
ven, from Luke xix. 17., et seq., that, according to the
doctrine of Jesus, each individual of the blessed will
reign over a multitude of cities, and from Matth. viii.
11., that He, also, agreeing with the Rabbinical doc-
trine, conceived eternal happiness to consist in a feast
with the Patriarchs, and for this feast Leviathan to
have been laid in salt? See Jarchi, in his Comm. on
Gen. i. 2]. The older Rationalism, which still pre-
serves some respect for the person of Christ, and in
the school of which the commentator Bihme himself
was trained, will, no doubt, entertain some scruples on
this point. 'We read, at least, p. 577., where the de-
claration of Christ, John viii. 56., is cited as a super-
stition, Cacterum de Abrahamo similia afferentem FECIT
tpsum Jesum Joannes. From this it would appear,
that the declarations of our Lord are likewise to be
interpreted according to this gross system of hermeneu-
tics, but then to be laid to the account of the Evange-
lists. Very good, but how stands the matter with the
Revelations of John? That book is surely a real
magazine of gross Jewish representations, and from it,
particularly, is proved the superstition of the Jewish
Jerusalem, which is to descend upon earth in the time
of the Messiah, (Rev. xxi. 2.) ; and in it, too, there is
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very distinct mention, not only of a temple of God in
heaven, but even of an ark of the covefiant, (Rev. xi.
19). But,onthe other hand, how does it agree with this
representation, when, of that city of God, the very
stones of which are reckoned up, it is said, chap.
xxi. 22., “ And 1 saw no temple therein: for the
Lord God Almighty and the Lamb are the temple of
it. And the city had no need of the sun, neither of
the moon, to shine on it: for the glory of God did
lighten it, and the Lamb is the light thereof.” Are
such passages not calculated to draw the attention of
interpreters to the fact, that the human mind, and
especially the Oriental popular mind, in order to ex-
press what exceeds its powers, takes refuge, from in-
ternal necessity in imagery. without, however, expect-
ing the reality exactly in this concrete covering. The
Persian religio-philosopher Mahmud. (Cod. M.S.
Berol.), himself an Oriental, has expressed his views
on this subject so clearly and beautifully, that we can-
not deny ourselves the pleasure of presenting them ta
the reader. ‘

¢ This world, the region of the things of sense,
Is but the shadow of yon spiritual world,
From which it draws its nourishment and life :
Our thoughts are captive monarchs, who are chained
And fettered in the prison of our words.
For, when sometime the sage’s heart doth feel
The stirrings of the Being Infinite,
He straightway is constrained to vail his views
To the low level of his intellect,
‘Which must supply such shadowy images
As picture things unending..
Thus, never is his portraiture complete 3
And, that alone which truly profits man
Is knowledge of himself. Woulds't thou hunt down
Each image to its quents, thou must
On this side much remove, on that supply.”

If we now turn our particular attention to the point
under discussion, we do not venture, certainly, to af-
firm, that the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews
would have been able to develope the purport of the
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thoughts, with security, out of the symbolical signs and
images which he has employed. But, we think we
may venture to affirm, distinctly, that he was not de-
ficient in the knowledge of moving in the province of
symbol, and, that a proof of this may be obtained from
his own words. This may be done, in the first place,
with regard to the doctrine of the Atonement, as, indeed,
has been shewn in de Wette’s treatise on the Sybo-
licism of the Epistle to the Hebrews. For, while from
some passages of the Epistle we might conceive that
the author placed the properly atoning element in the
physical act of the shedding of blooti other passages
shew, on the contrary, that he regarded the spotless-
. ness of Christ, and the entire yielding of His will in
the sacrifice of Himself, as the essential point, Heb. ix.
14.; x.9.; and, it also clearly appears from this, that
Christ unites in one person the character of Sacrifice
and Priest. It scarcely requires to be proved, that the
author of the Epistle to the Hebrews did not believe
in a material, heavenly city, and a real Mount Zion in
heaven. His intention, in the passage under discus-
sion, is to contrast the more excellent Christian pos-
sessions, in salvation, with those of the Old Testament ;
if among the latter was a mount of God, and a sensible
city of God, surely a fancy of but very moderate live-
liness might light upon the thought of a heavenly city
of God, and a heavenly mount of God, without the as-
sistance of the tradition of the Rabbinical schools.
And, in this contrast, those expressions will denote cer-
tainly nothing more than the perfected priestly living-
together of the redeemed. Do not the same images
of a heavenly Jerusalem prevail in our own spiritual
lyric poetry, and through that poetry in the fancy of
the Christian ? And yet it may boldly be asserted that,
even among the most uncultivatéd members of the
Church—supposing them to be truly pious—not one
will be found who believes in a real, heavenly city.
Other counter arguments will be found in the Com-
mentary on xii. 22. The question may appear more

doubtful as respects what the author says of the hea-
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venly temple. It is said, viii. 5., that the earthly ta-
bernacle of testimony was onlg the copy of a heavenly
original ; and it is not to be doubted, that our author
considered heaven as the seat of God, and that, conse-
guently, the entering of Christ into heaven hasa pretty
istinct local signification. But we must direct at-
tention to the circumstance, that this very representa-
tion itself, according to which God is placed in hea-
ven, can be proved to be only of a symbolical charac-
ter. Comp. on this subject ‘the Comm. on ii. 5., and
on the Sermon on the Mount, Biblical Cabinet, Vol.
XX. And, God having been conceived as indubitably
spiritual and omnipresent, does it not follow, that the
representation mentioned of the appearance of Christ
before God must partake of the symbolical character ?
Nay, the symbol of the heaven itself proved insuffi-
cient for the loftiness of theidea. 'What was spiritu-
ally most exalted was transferred to the place which
was, in respect of space, higher than heaven itself; just
as our poetry, at one time, speaks of Giod as enthroned
in heaven, at another, as above all heavens. Thus it
is said, ix. 8., that the temple division of the holy
place had quite disappeared in the Christian economy,
and, that only a Holy of Holies remained, which, ac-
cording to ix. 11., lies beyond the perfect tabernacle not
made of the material of this world, so that Christ must
pass through the heavens in order to reach it, as it is
also said, iv. 14., with which vii. 26. agrees, that He
is become higher than the heavens. Paul makes
use of the same idea, to represent, in the most surpass-
ing terms, the exaltation of the Saviour above all
earthly bounds, when he says of him, Eph. iv. 10., that
he ascended up far above all heavens, in order to fill
all things. The manner in which these representa-
tions mutually exclude one another (which is alwaysa
proof that the writer is moving in the regions of ima-
gery, since it is of the nature of the image to give a
one-sided expression of the thought), we find, also, in
ct of the functions which Christ is to perform as
high-priest of the heavenly sanctuary. It is said, that
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He offers His blood, and presents it before God,and that
He makes intercession ; but, in the same chapter, it is
said at the very outset, what. also the commencement
of the Epistle declares, that this high-priest sits on the
right hand of the throne of glory, in heaven, viii. 13.
‘With the same reason for which the literal conception
of the one representation is insisted on, we should be
obliged to hold fast, likewise, the literal sense of the
other. The sitting on the thrbne and ruling, takenin
their proper sense, destroy the priestly functions, also
taken in their proper sense.

CHAPTER VII.

THE EXPOSITORS OF THE EPISTLE TO THR
HEBREWS,

The Epistle to the Hebrews has been more com-
mented upon in single treatises than any other Epistle
of the New Testament. It is not our intention, at pre-
sent, to give a complete account of the exegetical li-
terature respecting it, but to mention only those pro-
ductions which we deem most worthy of notice.

Of the Fathers of the Church, and collectors of Ca-
tenae, we have, 1. Chrysostom, whose homilies are to
be found in the 1lth vol. of Montfaucon’s edition.
The homilies of this Father, having been taken down
by various tachygraphers, contain a great number of
various readings, and also some obscure passages,
Comp. particularly, the homilies on Matth., and on the
Acts of the Apostles. The same remark holds good
with respect to those on the Epistle to the Hebrews.
Some manuscripts have many more than others; in
several passages there arefound contradictions, or a want
of connection. See, in the Comm., the remark on He-
brewsiv. 2. In respect of our Epistle, this is explain-
ed by the fact, that we possess these homilies only in an
edition of the presbyter Constantinus,—according to
Savilius and Tillemont, of that friend of the Bishop, the
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presbyter Constantius, who repaired to him at Cucusus,
and frequently corresponded with him—and that this
edition, as we are told by the superscription itself, was
formed wera vy xoiunow abrel dad onumsiwy, that is, from
tachygraphical note or .sigla. Notwithstanding these
imperfections, this work, in point of matter, is not to
be compared with the homilies on the Acts. Although
Erasmus ventured to say of the latter: nikil unquam
legi indoctius, EBR1US AC STERTENS SCRIBEREM MELIORA,
yet, in the commentary on our Epistle we find the
usual exegetical excellencies of this Father. 2.) Theo-
doret. Even if thepraisebe just which has beenbestow- -
ed by Siztus Senensis on this expositor: quantum fieri
potest succincte, eleganter, ordinate et pie sensus Pauli
explicantur, el sententice sententiis, quof;n Paulo videtur
difficillimum, miro artificio conjunguntur, and which
has been repeated, especially by the school of Ernesti,
still we must regard Chrysostom as of more import-
ance to the expositor of the New Testament Epistles
than Theodoret, as he has certainly entered more
profoundly into the sense of single passages. Theo-
doret's knowledge of languages, too, hasnot preserved
him from errors in that respect, as in the explanation
of Heb.1i. 16. The Commentatio of J. F. Ch. Richter, -
De Theodoreto epist. Paul. interprete, Lips. 1822.,
.we could have wished a little more profound. 3.)
The Catenae of Theophylact and (Ecumenius. The
reason why the expositors of the New Testament, and,
})articularly those of the Epistles, employ, and much more
requently make extracts from the former than the lat-
ter, we must seek in the less extensive circulation of
the works of (Ecumenius; for, in copiousness, and in
apt grammatical observations, the commentaries of
(Ecumenius, frequently used by Erasmus under the
name of Scholia Greca, surpass those of Theophylact.
This superiority is owing to the circumstance (whether
the merit of this must be ascribed to the first col-
lector, or to the later copyists), that they contain frag-
ments and notes of many distinguished expositors, of
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Origen, Theodore of Mopsuhestia, Photius, &c. Hence
no one will hesitate to subscribe to the opinion of
Augustine, in p. 30. of the dissertation cited in the
note® :- Caeterum quisquis sit hujus catence confector,
td candide . profileor, nihil preeclarius a scriptoribus
greecis in N.T. conscriptum extare preeserlim in ge-
nere interpretationis grammalico.

Of the Roman-Church the writers most worthy of
attention arve, 1.) Erasmus, in the Adnotationes (first
g}lblished in 1516.), in the Opp. ed. Lugd. B.T.

I. and his Paraphrasis (1522.), in the Opp. T.
VII. The first, which are also found in the Cririct Sa-
cri, furnish much new matter for criticism, and gram-
matico-historical interpretation (which has been more
fully expanded by succeeding writers), as well as va-
luable notices for the history of patristic exposition.
The paraphrase is, at the same time, a commentary—
a8 he says, paraphrasis commentarii genus est—and he
has proposed to himself to approximate the thoughts
of the Apostle to our manner of thinking, something
of the same nature, though in a different way, as, in
recent times, has been done by Stolz or Dr. Paulus.
Melancthon considers these paraphrases so excellent,
ut sine pudore alias moliri non posset (Hottinger Hist.
Eccl. vi. p.37.). With this eulogium we must agree
8o far as respects the elegance and perspicuity of his
language, and the view of the connection of the
thoughts in single passages. which is frequently very
happy; but he has neither caught the leading ideas in

* The critical character of the Scholia of (Ecumenius has
never been clearly displayed. Fronto Duceus doubted that
(Ecumenius was the author of them. Augustine, aleo, in
the Dissertation, De catenis patrum gracis, represents the
authorship as doubtful. The latter is likewise of opinion that
the explanations of Photius, in particular, have been added by
a later hand. Still the authorship of (Ecumenius might be
very well defended, namely, from the writer's appeal to his

wusdrus in Oclatenchum, in the Remark on Heb. ix, 1. : rgsis
enpuweduny 1is oy 'Onvérivye ennvis olvas.
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the Apostolic writings, nor the coherence of them on a
grand scale, or as a whole. For this object the man
who could pray: sancte Socrates, ora pro nobis was
deficient in insight into the fundamental truths of
Christianity. The reproach of Luther, in allusion to
this (Erasmi paraphrases PARAPHRONESES), was well
applied to him. Thebeautiful edition of them which last
appeared by Augustine, 1778, 3 vol., contains also a
history, by Nosselt, of the paraphrases of Erasmus.
2d. Zegerus, Scholia in N. T. libros, 1553., likewise
comprised in the Critici sacri; this writer is a bigot
to his creed. and without very extensive learning ; yet
in difficult passages he has commonly a definite opin-
ion, and frequently refers to the patres. 3d. Benedict
Justinianus, Explanationes in omnes Pauli epp. Lugd.,
1612. The merits of this commentary no one,
with the exception of Richard Simon, Hist. dzs comm.
de N. T. c. 42., appears to have duly estimated.
The writer's acquaintance with the Fathers induced
me to make frequent use of his commentary while com-
posing my own upon the Romans; but, in writing the
present work I have not had access to his. 4th. Cor-
nelius a Lapide, Commentaria in omnes Pauli epp.
Antmw., 1614. The exegetical works of this Jesuit must
be mentioned, not so much on account of their intrinsic
merits as of the great importance they have acquired in
the Roman Church. Of this commentary on the Epis-
tles alone, there appeared—besides seven editions of
the Opera—from 1614 till 1683—mno less than fourteen
editions, and hence the extensive circulation of the
work. We shall not regard as partial the observations
of Gisb. Voetius, in the Bibl. stud. theol. 1. 2. c. iv.: in
pluribus locis difficilibus jejunus est, imo magis mudus
quam piscis, in philologicis hospes est, in moralibus
postillicas quisquilias obtrudit etc., when we consider
that his fellow-believer Guy Patin, in the Patiniani, p.
60, pronounces this opinion of it : * le commentaire sur
les épitres est passable, le reste est peu de chose.” 5th.
Calmet, Commentaire littéral sur Uécriture sainte,
Paris 1707—1716. in 23 vol. 4to., afterwards 1724—
1
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26, in 8 vol. fol. The work of this learned Benedic-
tine remains still the chief exegetical work in the Ro-
man Catholic Church. It merits this distinetion, how-
ever, more as respects the Old Testament than the
New, and, generally, more on account of its antiqua-
rian dissertations. The writer has not entered very

rofoundly into the difficulties of the Epistle to the
. Hebrews. 6th. Klee, Exposition of the Epistle to the

Hebrews, Mayence, 1833. Acknowledging, as we do,
the estimable disposition of the author, we regret the
necessity which compels us to avow, that this exegeti-
cal work in no respect satisfies the demands of learn-
ing, and has not advanced, on any single point, our
understanding of the Epistle, not even in those cases
where we should most naturally have expected it,
namely, in the dogmatical questions.

Among the numerous expositions of the Evangelical
Church we shall first mention the performances of the
reformed Theologians, down to the beginning of the
eighteenth century. Here, as elsewhere, Calvin and
Beza are distinguished, the former for his knowledge
of things, the latter for his knowledge of words. The
estimable Piscator, too, who frequently expresses pe-
culiar ideas on the Epistle to the Hebrews, is in-
clined to follow these commentators. Zwingle’s short
and unimportant Annotationes have been mentioned p.
56, note. The same may be said of the Explann. ad Ep.
ad Ebr.,1734., by Oecolampadius. The learned Pellica-
nus, Comm. in omnes aposit. epp., 1539., is something
more original. These heads of the Church were joined,
at the beginning. and about the middle, of the seven-
teenth century, by those ornaments of the Dutch Aca-
demies Leyden and Franecker, and of thatnoble nursery
of genuine Theology in France, Saumur,—which, alas !
fell too soon before the storms of persecution,—Drusius,
Louis de Dieu, Dan. Heinsius, Cameron. and the two
Cappells. Heinsius, in his Exercitationes sacrae, 1639,
is generally at least, nem, if not correct; comp., for ex-
ample, Hebr. iv. 12, vii, 8. ii. 16. jii. 1.; Drusius, in
his Animadnv. draws his illustrations particularly from
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the Old Testament and the Rabbins; De Dieu, in his
Critica sacra, gives valuable critical remarks with refe-
rence to the Oriental translations; of the Cappells, the
elder J. Cappell (a younger, and also celebrated J. Cap-
pell, was the son of Louis Cappell), Professor in Sedan,
published copious and well considered Observv. in Ef)
ad Ebr. 1624., his brother, the renowned Louis Cappell,
added Spicilegium nott.in N. T., 1632, to the remarks
of Cameron, and published this with the Observv. of
his brother on the New Testament, Amsterdam, 1657.
But the most deserving of distinction is John Cameron,
by birth a Scotchman (+1625 in France), whose Annott.
in N. T. were first published by his friend Louis Cappell
in 1628, the later editions are of 1632, 1677. Of him
R. Simon, a Roman Catholic, gives this testimony : il
est vrai qu'il traite quelquefois en théologien les ma-
tiéres de controverse, mais cela n’empéche pas qu'il n'ait
éclairci doctement lé sens littéral et grammatical d'un
grand nombre de passages, etc.” Cameron unites dog-
matical profundity to a solid knowledge of language
(in his 25th year he spoke Greek and Latin with equal
fluency), and a certain acumen which makes him in se-
veral passages depart from views hitherto adopted, and
correct errors which had received the sanction of pre-
scription. See on Heb.ii. 16. His work may serve as
a beautiful specimen of the spirit which animated the
Academy of Saumur. He has done much, especially
for the Epistle to the Hebrews. All these, with the
exception of De Dieu and Heinsius, have been adopt-
ed into the Crifici sacri.—An interest in the Epistle to
the Hebrews increased in Holland from the time that
the school of Coccejus began to shew so great a predi-
lection for the study of Typology. The commentary
of Coccejus himself, which is found in the 5th vol. of
his works, contains a great deal of good dogmatical
discussion (Comp., for example, ii. 10), and is not ex-
travagantly Typological., This characteristic is still
more observable in those expositions of the Epistle,
which, after the Dutch fashion, were given in sermona
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We will now bring together the whole of this class of
writers, which reached even into the beginning of the
eighteenth century. To it belong: Groenewegen
(1693), Ackersloot (1697), Hoeke (1693), Cas

Streso (1661), Clement Streso (1714), Hulsius (172%3:
and others, for the greater part very diffuse and weari-
some productions, of which the most important is
Braun, Commentar. in ep. ad Ebraeos, 1705, and
d&'Outrein, Zendbrief van Paulus aan de Ebreen ont-
leided, uitgebreed en verklaard, 1711, German, 1713.
2 vol. 4to. The former is the production of a Theo-
logian versed in Hebrew antiquities, the latter is more
of a prolix, dogmatical cast. The English commentaries,
with the exception of Hammond and Whitby, are in
character similar to the Dutch works of this period.
At their head, and still considered by English Thealo-
gians as a master-piece, stands Owen, “ Exercitations
on the Epistle to the Hebrews,” 1668. fol., which folia
illustrates the ¢mo first chapters; the two following
folios carry the Exposition to the tenth chapter. The
work certainly gives evidence of the learning and theo-
logical insight of the truly pious author, but it entombs
the reader under a mass o}) exercitations, disputations
and porismata of every kind.—1It is discouraging to see
how the stream of genuine theological learning, which
still flowed so copiously in the Reformed Church at
the beginning of the seventeenth century, afterwards
disappears in the sand in this as well as in the sister
Church.—With regard to Hammond and Whitby, the
former in his Paraphrase and Annotations upon all the
books of the New Testament, 1653 (there were after-
wards seven editions in English), has sought to esta-
blish all the crotchets of which the book isfull at least in
alearned way. Even in the Epistle to the Hebrews he
is haunted by his Gnostics, ex. gr., x. 26; still, like his
whimsical nival Whitby, in his ¢ Paraphrase,” 1770.,
he occasionally makes a useful remark. It is strange
that the more leamned of the lish Theologians of
that period are so much given to indulge either in ortho-
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dox or heretical whims; yet their works are now studied
and republished in their own country as the only learn-
ed expositions of the New Testament !

The Lutheran Church, in which, more early than in
the Reformed, the exegetical interest was swallowed
u};lby the dogmatical and polemical, offers, during the
whole of this period, few contributions to the exposi-
tion of the Epistle to the Hebrews truly promotive of
that object. Of the Reformers, we possess no exposi-
tory work on this Epistle. Strigel, ‘'amerarius, Bren-
tius, Flacius, Hunnius, are of no importance. The
expositors of most merit are John Gerhard, Comm.
super ep. ad Ebr. 1641., Er. Schmid, Notae in N. T.
1658., Seb. Schmid, Comm. in ep. ad.Hebr. 1690.,
Dorschens, Comm in ep. ad Ebr.17 17., Calov, in the
Bibl. illustr. Er. Schmid, a Professor of Philology,
did, for his time, good service in the cause of exggund—
ing the language of the New Testament. Like Winer,
he combats, among other things, the Hebraisms, and,
when Beza declares #v rois mgopraus, Heb. i. 1., a He-
braism, he proves the contrary, and cries: ita saepe
Hebraismum oportet esse velum ignorantiae graecismi.
The three last commentators, indeed, make the dog-
matical prevail too much over the exegetical cause,
but they are of real value in respect of dogmatical
exposition, and, at least, do not wish to leave their
dogmatical positions until they have carefully esta-
blished them. How learned and acute, for example,
is Calov’s explanation of that difficult chapter, the
ixth of our Epistle? This is in a much lower de-
gree the case with the commentary of the Danish
bishop, Erasmus Brochmann (Comm. in ep. ad Ebr.
:i 706.), who was celebrated in his time as a dogma-

st.

Before we continue the History of the Exegesis of
our Epistle down inte more recent times, we must
mention the works of the Socinians and Arminians.
Of the former we have only the work of Schlichting,
of which he himself says that Crell had an essential
share in it. The main object with him is the justifi-
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cation of the Socinian view of the priesthood of Christ ;
his knowledge of language and history is deficient;
where he requires these, he willingly seeks support
from Grotius, yet he endeavours, with some care, to
investigate the connection of the text, and, upon the
whole, has a sound judgment.- To this class properly
belongs the work (Paraphrase and Notes upon the
Epistle to the Hebrews, Lond. 1755.) of Sykes,
known by his Essay on Sacrifices. Although a mem-
ber of the Anglican church, the author has brought
out all the Socinian views. He has, indeed, gone
farther than the Socinians themselves ; for, while they
acknowledge a mystical sense in the passages of the
Old Testament, which are cited in the Epistle to the
Hebrews, Sykes disputes this, and sees in those quota-
tions either accommodation, or a purely arbitrary ap-
plication. Among the Arminians we must place
Grotius, Clericus, Limborch, Wetstein. On the first
and last of these names nothing farther need be said ; .
Wetstein’s « Collections” cannot be dispensed with by
the interpreter of the -Epistle to the Hebrews. In
Clericus’ remarks on Hammond’s works, some, though
not many, valuable discussions will be found. No-
where, perhaps, shall we find that opinion, respecting
the character of the citations from the Old Testament
in the New, which is current in recent times, so early
and so boldly pronounced. On Heb. vi. 1. he says:
allegorici Scriptores Judacorum, eo tempore, innumera
loca Messiae aptabant, non grammatica interpretatione
freti, sed consuetudine quadam vetusia ita explicandae
Scripturae . . . ea disceplandi cum Judaeis via
eo libentius hic usus est auctor (therefore only Acco-
mcdation ?), quod ex ea interpretatione nihil sequeretur,
quod conlrarium esset iis, quae de Chrislo vera esse no-
verat, imo vero posset, pro consuetudine Judaica,
:Melchisedeko Christum conferre. Alioqui si res in se
nirospiciatur, firmum et grammaticum argumentum
ontra alios ex ea historia nullum duci posset. Lim-
orch’s Comm. in Acta Apostol., ep. ad Rom. et ad
Ebraeps, 1711, has been very much used, still a
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high value cannot be ascribed to it, for philological
investigation is not his calling, and he shews no depth
in dogmatical exposition. :

When we enter upon the eighteenth century, we
tread on a new soil, and find ourselves placed in other
relations. The difference of creeds retires, the exege-
tical method in all the three Churches is nearly the
same, but, as a distinction is still found, the classifica-
tion must be made more according to nations than
confessions. The main features ofg this diversity are
the growth of the Philologico-antiquarian interest, and
the retirement of the Dogmatico-polemical. Hence,
the theologians who adhere more strictly to the doc-
trinal idea follow a method similar to that of Calvin,
Piscator, and Camerarius; while those who gradually
depart from it follow the Arminian Exegesis of Gro-
tius, Episcopius, and Clericus. And. the philologico-
antiquarian cause strengthens in proportion as the be-
lief in the contents of the Epistle declines, until, in the
nineteenth century, the New Testament writings in
general, and our Epistle in particular, are commented
upon only as records of ancient views and opinions, in
which the expositor finds little or nothing of his own
convictions.

‘This period isushered in by some English paraphrases,
a form of exposition which was introduced into Ger-
many and Holland from England. The paraphrase of
the worthy Doddridge (1738), translated by Ram-
bach. is written in a fine spirit, and contains many
sound views : that of Pierce (1733) is learned, but is
not free from-forced interpretations. Michaelis trans-
lated it (1747) into Latin, and added to it illustra-
tions, sometimes good, but sometimes, also, either su~
perfluous or forced, which he retracted, for the greater
part, in his own work, Erklirung (Paraphrase with
notes) des Briefes au die Hebrier, 1762 : for instance,
the direct reference of the viii. Psalm to the Messiah,

~and the explication of Heb. ii. 6, according to this
view. This work formed an epoch in the exposition
of our Epistle ; many received views were abandoned,
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new, although frequently forced, or even false, exposi-
tions were introduced, for example, when he regards
reAsioly as an expression adopte(f from the mysteries,
in the learned notes on ii. 10., suoroyia as a betrothal,
on iii. 1., and others. There are several good anti-
quarian observations introduced: comp., for instance,
the learned remarks on the sacrifice of the covenant at
ix. 20., and the aid brought to the interpretation from
the Jewish theology, as at i. 5., the Son of God an
gfficial name, ii. 5., on the dominion of the angels
upon earth, ii. 14.. the Devil lord of death. A similar
rank may be assigned to Zacharii's Paraphrastic ex-
position of the Epistle to the Hebrews, 1771 ; and to
the work of Blasche (Systematischer Kommentar iiber
den Brief an die Hebriier, 1782), a work as lofty in
pretension as it is humble in talent. The object of
that work was the illustration of the doctrinal idea of
the Epistle, but, its well meaning author was unequal
to the task, as he was to many other objects which he
proposed to himself. The commentary of the respec-
table theologian Cramer, 1757. 2 vol. 4to., stands, upon
the whole, in respect of dogmatics, upon the same
level; he defends the most orthodox views with zeal,
but in a very forced manner. Comp. on i. 10. ii. 10.
ii. 13, &c. Still his Introduction is highly valuable.
Storr opened up a new path in the same dogmatic
field, however, in his illustration of our Epistle, 1789.
He bhad to combat the insinuations and notions of
the more modern theology ; and here and there he
endeavours to act as a mediator, and in other places to
help himself by far-fetched interpretations. This very
.Commentary contains some of his most forced exege-
sis; as when he, ix. 14., translates & meluaros aiw-
vioys “ g' virtue of his glorious state” (in heaven), or
when xad’ nuéav, x. 11, must mean,  on every day of
reconciliation,” &c.

‘We come now to the performances of the Ernestian
school.  Ernesti's Lecliones academicae in ep. ad
Hebr, were published by Dindorf in 1795, with re-
marks. How extremely feeble were the academical
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lectures of the man who is regarded as the restorer of
grammatico-historical interpretation, in the very point
of grammatico-historical interpretation itself, could
never have been believed, were not the proof pre-
sented by the work before us. That it may not be
surposed we err through any prejudice against this
celebrated scholar, let us hear Eichhorn’s opinion (in
Allg. Bibl. VII. 8. 125.) : « Although we have read a
E;ent portion of Ernesti’s verbal explanation, yet we
ve nol been struck by a single remark which merits
distinction.” But the additions of Dindorf are of
great value. If we may judge from the Acroases
ublished by Dindorf, the case is somewhat better inthe
ectures of Morus, the almost equally renowned p\iﬁl
of Ernesti, whose translation of the Hebrews (3d Ed.
1786) received unbounded applause ; Hezel, in a se-
Kia(mte work, %ave a criticism of it (1795), in which he
ikewise extolled it to the skies, and improved it by se-
veral ““ emendations,” which are unworthy of the name.
These works bearing a resemblance both in spirit
and form,—translation or paraphrase constituting their
subject matter,—we have mentioned them in their
order. But we must notice, in addition, among the
labours of the Geermams belonging to this period, Chris-
toph. Wolf, in his Cxrae, T. IV, ; Bengel, in the Gno-
mon ; the profoundly learned Bened. Cargzovn in his
Ezercitt. in ep. ad Hebr. ex Philone, 1750; and
Christ. Schmid, in his Observationes in ep. ad Hebr.,
1760. Of Wolf’s work the literary information is the
most acceptable portion: Bengel's great acuteness
finds copious nourishment in our Epistle; Carpzov,—
still standing on the ground of the old Lutheran theo-
logy,—displays a learning and profundity in historical
exposition which excites astonishment, and, until his
time, had been found, i» this way, only among the
theologians of the Reformed Church, Christ. Schmid,
a learned and pious Christian, is distinguished in that
age of prolixity and flat dogmatising, even above his
Ernestian opponents, by a severe brevity, and by a
strict adherence to grammatical interpretation.
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Of the foreign productions of that period, we must
notice Beausobre’s Remarques sur le N. T. 1742.; but,
particularly, the labours of the two Dutchmen, Abresch
and Valckenaer. The former, a son of the renowned
éditor of ZEschylus, published, from 1786—1790., three
Zecimina of a Paraphrasis et annolationum in ep. ad

ebr., to which there was added, in 1817, 3. foutr}tlh
specimen, by his pupil Heringa, which brings down the
work to th{e eng gf the se%':,nth chapter;gs In these
we find, so far as the language is concerned, the pro-
fundity and erudition of the Dutch, although the au-
thor cannot so far get the mastery of himself as not
occasionally to offer violence to the language in favour
of his own views. The theological point of view is
that of the milder orthodoxy of Venema. We look
with interest on the struggle of this truth-loving
author, as he sometimes steers his little bark between
the probable meaning which is not orthodox, and the
orthodox which is not probable. The Scholia of the
celebrated philologist Valckenaer, published by his
pupil Wassenberg (Amsterdam, 1815, 2 vols.), must
not be taken up with too high expectations; the
Dutch philologists, who were obliged to deliver lec-
tures on the New Testament, were compelled, in these,
to make a very great descent. A few sheets from the
lectures of the great Hemsterhusius on the New Tes-
tament, which I have had an opportunity of perusing,
go little beyond what would be given in our gymnasial
instruction.  Valckenaer's Scholia, certainly, stand
higher ; yet in them there is much that is deficient in
precision, and much that is trivial.

We commence the last period of the exegesis of our
Epistle by Heinrich’s continuation of Koppe, first edi-
tion, 1792, second edition, 1823. That form of exe-
gesis for which Michaelis, Zachariii, Morus, &c., had
paved the way, we find here perfected. The exposi-
tion gives up all connection with the tradition of the
Church,—the older interpreters are, at the most, em-
ployed to contribute a linguistic or antiquarian notice,
—the expositor stands with his conviction quite clear
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of the author to be explained, and has, therefore, only
to inform us what, in ancient times, was the opinion
of the biblical authors. But he does this with negli-
gence, and want of linguistic and logical precision, as
well as of historical knowledge, and what results
as the sense of the expounded writing is so meagre
and wearisome, that it might be thought the last hour
had struck for the New Testament itself, as well as
its interpretation. We may find some excuse for this
production in the fact, that its author composed it
while yet a repetent at Gottingen. The work, never-
theless, on its appearance, wasreceived with applause,
and remained the most in vogue up to the period of
the publication of Schulz’s translation, Breslau, 1818.
Although, in Schulz, the discord between what is
considered truth by the expositor, and what was re-
garded as such by the author, comes still more promi-
nently into view (see above pp. 37, 38, 39.), yet, from
this time forward, exegesis gained in scientific energy.
Strongly as we are opposed to his dogmatical views,
we still cheerfully acknowledge that his work has done
essential service to the linguistic interpretation of the
Epistle. The translation is excellent, renders, with
care, even the shades of thought, and, though a few
of the explanations are violent (e. g. ii. 16.), the
notes, upon the whole, contain useful remarks. Bohme
first gave us a complete commentary: Epistola ad
Hebraeos, vertit et commentario instruxit, Bokme, Lips.
1825. This learned work, it appears, has not met with
the reception it deserves. With respect to the dogma-
tical exposition, indeed, it ranks even lower, perhaps,
than the work of Schulz, for the commentator does
not scruple to ascribe to the author of the Epistle such
gross superstition (see above, p.-105.) that, if the case
really were as he affirms it to be, we should certainly
be obliged to advise that the Epistleshould be no longer

laced in the hands of Christians, to say nothing of tak-
ing it as the foundation of public religious discourse,
On the other hand, there is a closeness in his discussicn
of the progress of the thought in general, and the ¢on-
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nection of the single sentences, a logical precision, and
a grammatical strictness (see, for instance, vii. 1, 11,
13, 16, 28.; viii. 5.; ix. 2,11, 12, 15. ; xi. 7,8,14.;
xii. 2, 22, 25., &c.) which, we may certainly venture
to say, is found in no expositor previous to his time.
The latest commentaries are those of Stuart, 1827;
Kuinoel, 1831 ; and Klee, 1833. We have already
(p- 114.) mentioned the last of these ; Stuart may be
ranked gsomewhere with Storr; and Kuinoel is a dili-
gent collector; but, neither his explanation of the lan-
guage nor his conception of the thought can give sa-
tisfaction to the reader ;—one great defect of the work
is the accumulation of a mass of materials, which, al-
lowing it to be useful, belongs to the Lexicon.

In conclusion, we must mention two works, the au-
thor of which is independent of his age, Menken’s
Exposition of the xi. chap. of the Epistle to the He-
brews, in fourteen Homilies, Bremen, 1821 ; and, Ho-
milies on the ix. and x. chap., with an Appendix of a
few homilies on passages of the xii. chap., Bremen,
1831. Although we cannot coincide with many of
the opinions peculiar to this author, still these works
may be ranked among the best and most beautiful
that we possess on this Epistle.

Since the publication of the first Edition of this Com-
mentary, there has appeared the first volume of Bleek’s
Commentary (1836), which handles c. i.—iv. 13.
The work belongs to that class of expository writings
which embraces the whole mass of the exegetical ap-
* paratus, like Harless’ Commentary on the Epistle to

the Ephesians, and my own Commentary on the
Sermon on the Mount. Yet some of the more im-
portant older aids have not been at the ‘author’s com-
mand, and the want of these may probably be sensibly
felt, for example, in respect of the later editions of
. Beza, and the work of Abresch. The exposition is

careful and impartial ; but there is a want oﬁiveliness
and compression in the style.




CHAPTER 1.

THE EXALTED REDEEMER 18 RAISED ABOVE THRE
ANGELS.

VER. 1—3. The highest of all revelations has been
vouchsafed to us, namely, that in the Son; who,
now, having completed the work of redemption, sils
enthroned on the right hand of God.

Ver. 1. The Pauline Epistles, at the very outset, throw
the reader into an appropriate frame of niind, by the an-
nouncement, that they are the produetion of a divinely-
called Apostle. An announcement of this kind is want-
ing in our Epistle, in consequence of its oratorical cha-
racter ; the want is compensated, however, by the so-
lemn language with which the topics are introduced.
Even in this circumstance the rhetorical talent of the
author is shewn; the expressions are poetical (wo-
Avusgiig xad wohvrpbrws, dralyaoua, defio. Thc weyuAw-
oUwng, see p. 35); the antitheses are striking; the
period, notwithstanding its length, is well constructed ;
the two participial propositions in ver. 3. are beauti-
fullg proportioned to the main proposition with the
verb. fin. Ver. 1. begins with a retrospect of the
manner in which God had formerly revealed him-
self—viz., only through prophets, who made manifest
but fragments of the truth, while, in the Son, tke
Spirit 15 without measure, John iii. 34. HdAas, as
many suppose, refers to the fact, that, with the excep-
tion of the Baptist, no messenger of God had ap-
peared for the period of four hungred years, but, more
correctly, it forms an antithesis to i’ éoydrov . nu.—
since primeval times. Aahsii, agreeably to Old Tes-
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tament usage, like 2%, is employed particularly in

speaking of Divine Revelations, ii. 2. ix. 19. xi. 18.
xii. 25. Comp. ii. Peter i. 21. James v. 10. Acts
iil. 24.—TToAvuspdig x. wolusrgéTws have, since the time
of Theodoret, been referred, the former to the various
periods or measures, the latter to the different kinds -
of revelation; but, more recently, they have been con-
sidered merely a rhetorical amplification, as which
they are frequently found in orators, e. g. Maximus
Tyrius, Diss. 7. § 2., and 7. § 7. Now modvuspd¢
does not directly express times, but corresponds to our
manifold, and woAvrgézwy is used in the same way ;
but, as woAvrpé7ws, like moAvsidd¢, may u.ndoubte(ﬁy
express kinds, there can be no objection, on this
ground, against taking it in the more definite sense.
The antithesis will then stand thus, * formerly the re-
velation was by degrees, and with manifold modifica~
tions, but now it is absolute.” If the author, how-
ever, had this sense in view in employing the two
adverbs, it is remarkable that the minor proposition
should want a &aAd¢ or épdwaf.— Ev 7. apop. is, by
Beza, taken argumentatively : Magna vis est Hebra-
ismi, quo significatur Deum quasi prophetis ipsis inse-
disse et animum et linguam eorum afflatu quodam pe-
culiari_fuisse moderatum ; so also Carpzov, and even
Alberti ; others understand it : * im the books of the
prophets.” It can be taken only in an instrumental
sense. This use of é&, indeed, is less Grecian; still
the Greeks also employ & in an acceptation very
nearly approaching the insirumental (Bernhardy,
Syntax. p. 210. 212.), particularly the Grammarians,
as Moeris, ed. Kock, p. 268. ; so that this phrase cannot
be called a Hebraism. In chap. ii. 3., we find Ay
di.~Respecting the formula éx’ éoydrov av Auepdiv
robrwy, we must remark that this reading, as Bengel
rceived, must be preferred to the rec. ex’ éoydrwy.
;Fhe sense of both, however, is the same, comp. the
singular, 2 Peter iii. 3., the plural, 1 Peter i. 20., for
the plural is neutrius generis, which, moreover, can-.
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not here be distinguished by the accent, for the femi-
nine would be written, not oy ardy, but, éoydsrwy, Butt-
. mann, Ausfihrl. Gramm. I. 5.143. Thus. in the LXX,
" there oceurs in’ faydruw viig dpyfig—ris Badiksing, also éx’
éoydray, without any addition, ¢ at last,” Dan. viii. 19,
23. Prov.xxv.8. With the more strictly defining geni-
tive rdiv nuepdv or riv nuepdy rodrwm, it is a translation

of D' [*IMNR]. This phrase became subse-

quently the fixed designation of the time when the
Messiah’s kingdom was to begin, so that here the
senseis:  on the confines of the former period, and of
the new everlasting epoch—not within the latter, and
also not within the former.” More recent translators
. have failed in giving the meaning of the expression.
Schulz rendered it, as the Vulgate and Luther had
done before him, * last of all at this time.” This,
however, is quite incorrect. If the idea that the
speaking had taken place for the last time was in-
tended to be the prominent one, the phrase must have
run thus: éoxarov év raiy Auéigous ralrasg éAdAnoe.
But De Wette, also, translates it incorrectly: ‘“in these
last days,” as the Italic had previously done: in no-
vissimes diebus his. Christ appeared at the end of the
time, Heb. ix. 26., 1 Cor. x. 11.; He is then taken
up into heaven until the fulfilment of the prophecies
respecting the spread and fate of God’s kingdom,
Acts iii. 20, 21. Heb. x. 13. Comp. x. 25, 37,
and will appear again the second time, when the
aiov wéAhwy, which, as to Sivaws, exists already in
the redeemed (Heb. vi. 5.), will pass into évégyera,
Col. iii. 4. Tiés is not merely the Logos in absir
but the individual Jesus, who was one with the Lo-
gos through continuity of self-consciousness. See, on
the predicate Son, my Comm. on the Sermon on the
Mount, Biblical Cabinet, Vol. VL. -
Ver. 2. 3. The idea here contained is evolved in a
similar manner in Col. i. 15—22. The former propo-~
sition glances first at the completion of the Redeemer’s
power, then at its commencement—the latter, enter-
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ing more into detail, describes the way to that com-

letion, with reference to its commencement. °Ov
sdnxew—izoinasv, The idea expressed by xAngovéuos is
that of an absolute representative of the Godhead.
Christ enters into this state when the work of redemp-
tion shall have produced in man, subjectively, its full
fruit, Acts ii. 34—36., Ps. ii. 8. ; in which latter pas-
sage, the expression, when used of the Messiak, might
find support ; and of this, His xAngovou/er, the Redeem=
er imparts a portion to His own, Rom. viii. 87.;
Titus iii. 7.5 Rev. xxi. 7. But, that the dignity of
this Redeemer may appear more pre-eminent, the

" writer, by means of the x«/, connects a new thought

with what precedes, namely, that the same Being, who,
according to His divine-human nature, shall possess
all things in the world which He has carried on to its
consummation, is also, according to His divine nature,
the Author of all things. ~ Aidv:, according to Grecian

usage, signifies only ages, as 09§} in Hebrew.

Hence Theodoret, and some more modern interpreters,
whose minds were greatly swayed by dogmatical rea-
sons, as Paulus, Bolton, Stolz, have rendered it, * by
whom he caused new epochs to arise, the Mosaic and -
the Christian.” In Chaldee, however, and in Rabbinic

Hebrew (Comp. the Hebrew DY4y, Ecclesiast. iii.
. T
11.), D‘)ﬁy denotes, also, that whick is in time, world,

and this usage has, it appears, passed from the Rabbinic
into the Arabic. Here aidv must necessarily signify
world. This is decisively shewn by the parallel

sage Heb. xi. 3., and, likewise, by that in the Epistle
to the Colossians, and piswy ra: wdrre in ver. 3. Comp.
Griesbach, De mundo a Deo Palre condito per Filium,
Opusc. T. ii., where, at p. 192, this passage is ex-
amined more at large.

The leading thought of the proposition in ver. 3. lies
in the verd. fin. * The Son is enthroned,” Comp. ver.
13. With this leading thought. a subordinate one is
connected in the parf., namely, that e is fist en-
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throned after having humbled Himself for the expia-
tion of our sins,® This subordinate thought,-again, is
raised by a parenthetical participial proposition, which
expresses the dignity of Him who is the Author of
the Redemption. But, perhaps, we ought to prefer
the supposition, that the parenthetical participial pro-
position has less logical relation to the second partici-
pial proposition than to the main one, and consider
the thought to be this:  He is from everlasting an
effulgenee of God, and, therefore, His sitting on the
throne might be expected,” in which case the part.
would be regarded as causal. The idea, that God m
the Aéyog finds and reflects Himself as in His counter-
part, 18 expressed by Paul, when, 2. Cor. iv. 4.;
Col. i. 15., he calls the Logos sizav rol @ssi; which
expression, as also the cognate one éxuayeity ot @sod,
occursin Philo. In the Rabbins, we have the synono-
mous ﬁp"v'.y, and Wisd. vii. 25, 26., Zoomrpov riig

rol @col évepysing. 'With the expression ¢ image”
corresponds that which is here chosen, x«sxxrig, and
axabyacuo says the same thing; 0« denotes the
splendour which surrounds God, Luke ii. 9., Macrobius

aturn. i., 20.; quae aéris gloria, nisi solis illuminatio.
—'Ywéoraci; means, as the Greek interpreters have
explained it, Being, essence; although many exposi-
tors, offended at the Son being called only the copy of
the Being, took Umisraci in the sense, adopted by the
Church, of Person; so Hesychius, Thomas Aquinas,
Salmeron, Beza, and Hutter. This signification Mol-
ler, in particular, undertook to defend against Calvin:
De genuina vocum yagaxsip el brisracis nolione, 1738.
Others, as Gerhard, and Seb. Schmid, draw a distinc-
tion between persona and personalitas, and adopt the
latter signification.

‘We have yet to discuss the question whether we
bave here Philonic doctrine and expressions? The

8 Bengel : latet hic occupatio. Comversatio Christi in carne
non videbatur tam augusia de eo ferre predicala. Respondet

apostolus, id faclum esse al tempus, pro purgandis peccatis.
Soalso IL. 9, ’

K
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doctrine of Philo is certainly akin to this ; he calls the
Logos natonly: éxuaryeior roi @sob, but also: drabyaoua,
Grossmann, Quaest. Philon. ii. p. 432., sq. Liicke,’
Comm. on John, 2d. Edit., Pt. I., p. 246., thinks he
has discovered between Philo and John, on the one
hand, and between the Epistle to the Hebrews and
Paul, on the other, an essential difference in the doc-
trine of the Logos. This difference we do mnot think
-can be well established. On the contrary, we hold
the supposition of a connection of the doctrine of the
Logos, as here introduced, with that of Philo, as in
the highest degree doubtful, at least upon the  ground
assigned, namely, because it can be shewn that the
Theology of Palestine teaches the same thing respect-
ing the Logos. But the supposition, apparently enter-
tained also by Liicke, 1. p. 244., that the Alexandrian
Gmosis first formed that of Palestine, is, in our opin-
ion, quite erroneous. See above, p. 67, 68. Yet, if
Apollos be the author of our Epistle, we are at liberty
to suppose, on this very account, a connection, if not
with Philo, at least with the Alexandrian form of the
Jewjsh Gnosis. As Col. i. 15. mentions first His
origin, and ver. 17. declares that all things subsist
through Him, so is it here likewise ; and this pécwy,
too, is not connected by a xai but by r%, in as much as
the idea of the All-upholding power is conditioned by
that of the likeness in image of the being: hence both
have a closer connection than would have been ex-
pressed by xai. g, in the spiritual sense, unites
the meanings susfain and govern, the former is found
in Philo, Quis rer. divin. h. p. 486, c., De nom. mut.
- 1084, c., the latter in Plutarch, in Lucullus, c. 6.
eing as common in the later as it was rare in the ol-
der Greek, it is here adopted by Chrysostom, Theo-
phylact, and Theodoret. " If our author have taken

* Compare the use of vehere in Seneca, Ep. 31., Deus ille
maximus potentiasimusquy ipse vehit omania., Also N); in
revv

Hebrew, and ‘7;0, in Rabb., have a kindred mening. Still,
v
it would be absurd in our author to go back to the signifiea-
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@égewv in the derivative, intellectual sense, then we pre-
fer the signification upkold (erhalten), as swéarsxe, Col.
i. 17.; and & Ayw abrod obyxurar vé wdira, Wisd..
xliii. 26.; and, considering the rhetorico-poetical cha-
racter of the composition, we should pre¥er retaining
the proper meaning of the word to bear, which Schulz
and de Wette express in their translations. The reader
may, probably, remember the Virgilian thought: spiri-
tus intus alit, totamque infra supraque mens agitat
molem. Of 'Piua v duvdusws we may here regard
the gen. as having an adjective force, that form of con-
struction being frequent in our Author, (p. 32), and,
indeed, a Hebraism, which even the more correct Jew-
ish writers do not easily avoid. See James i. 25., ii. 1.

Respecting the dogmatical import of xadagiowbiv
woci and its synonimes (see App. IL). A/ éavrol is
designedly made prominent, because, by this circum-
stance, He is distinguished from the Old Testament
priest, at whose sacrifices the offering and the priest
were two different objects, while here they are the
same, Comp. vii, 27., x. 10. Griesbach, therefore,
fell very far short of the meaning, when, conceiv-
ing 0/ éxvrel to be superfluous, he conjectured diéri—
On xadilw, see p. 86. He who sits at the right hand
of the king shares his power with him. As no He-
brew, although he might speak of a throne of God, ac-
tually believed it to exist externally, so no Christian,
certainly, will think of an external sitting at the side
of God. But, for the representation of the particular
idea the image is indispensable and thoroughly true.
Comp. for the image, as such, particularly Rev. iii.
21. After being perfected through suffering, Christ
first ascended the throme, xii. 2., v. 9. 'Ev in}niol,

as in the Old Testament, 22/* D793, what dis-
tinguishes the throne of God from the throne of

tion of the Hebrew, where the seme signification is presented
by the Greek:- Many of the L tin Fathers have gcrens omnia
(~ee the Note in Sabatier), while the ltalic has feiens, and
the Vulgate portans.
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earthly kings, Eph. iv. 10., and, as a closer definition
of usyaiwoivn, is best taken as connected with it, and
not with xafifew. Meyawoivn, like all nouns in alva,
came later into use than those in érng, especiall
in the solemn style; viii. 1., Jude 25., Wisd.
xxviii. 4. The Abstr. is here stronger than the
concr. ; as, in our own language the majesty, the ab-
stract, is much more emphatie than the majestic.s

Ver. 4. Tevéeevor points out that this exaltation is
true, not only of the Lo%)s in abstracto, but of the
whole divine-human sabject. Comp. vii. 26. As
the servant’s form in whic[‘)ecthe humbled Messiah ap-
peared had given offence, it was requisite to give pro-
minence to this notion. Comp. ii. 9. It is not neces-
sary to suppose that the readers of this Epistle
belonged to a iarticular party, which, like the Judaiz-
ing false teachers at Colosse, occupied themselves
much in speculations about the angelic powers, instead
of cleaving, as Paul desired them, to the Head. Peter
also gives prominence to the notion ef the subordina-
tion of the whole spiritual world to the Messiah
(1 Peter iii. 22., Comp. Eph. i. 21.), and Gal. iii.
19. brings out the contrast that the law, because it was
given by angels only, and not by the Son, is inferior to
the Gospel.

Tosoirw—~3ow, see above p. 35. The nameis the
name Son. At Phil. ii. 9., it has beendoubted whether
vidg, or "Inaolis, or xbpig be the drowa rd imip wév Bvopa.
We should be inclined to say, that Paul had not in that
passage any particular name in view, but rather that, in
its proper sense, name was subordinate, and the mean-
ing of dignity the prineipal object, while here the con-
trary appears to be the ease.

Ver. 5—14. What the Scripture says of the Son,
goes far beyond what can be said of the ANGELs.
Angels are servants, nay, servants of His redeemed,
while Christ is SoN, and EvErrasting Kins.

a In Clem. Rom. Ep. 1.c. 16, Christ is called 7é exiizwrgor oiis
piyadorims Tou ©se3, ** the sceptre of the majesty of God.”
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Ver. 5.—God declares Himself His Father, in the
strictest sense of the word, in two passages, Ps. ii. 7.,
and 2 Sam. vii. 14, We have here to consider
the subject which we have treated of elsewhere (in
App. 1), viz., the application of the Old Testament in
our Epistle, especially with re, to the passages be-
fore us, as well as those to be hereafter cited. Iloré is
not, to whom then, tandem, for, with that meaning, it
would have been more nearly connected with rin, but
it is joined with the verb, ever, at any time, as in
ver. 13. :

Ver. 6.—Our first object is to inquire whence this ci-
tation is derived, since the decision of that point must
influence our conception of the meaning. The ques-
tion is, namely, whether the Author cited from Ps.
xcvii. 7., where the LXX. translate xpooxvrioars abr@
wdvreg of dyyehor abrel, or from Deut. xxxii. 43,
where the words are not found in the Hebrew, in-
deed, but in the LXX., and there, literally, as they ap-
}mn' in the quotation before ns. As the writer pre-

aces the declaration by xa/, which is of no importance
for his object, it appears to us indubitable that he
quoted Deut, xxxii. 43., from the LXX. And it
appears to us equally beyond doubt, that he borrowed
the words from thence precisely because their form,
that is, the dyyeAor Ocol, was more suited to his purpose;
while, with respect to the matter, he had recourse to
Ps. xcvii. That Psalm introduces God as the King
of the world, and what it says of Him as such might
be said of the Messiah, through whom, and én whom,
God established the Theocracy. Comp. App. I. On
the other hand, the words in Deut. xxxii. apparently
furnish no reason for their application to the Messiah.
And, another circumstance confirms the opinion that
the Author referred to Ps. xcvii. The &L Alex.,
namely, has in Deut. xxxii,, not dyysios, but vio
©:ob 3 and so, also, two ancient Scholia, Euseb. Comm.
in Psalm, p. 416, ed. Montf., Epipban., Haeres,
Ixx, Augustine also takes notice of this deviation,

/
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In this form, our Author could not have employed
the quotation, since he urges precisely the name vidg
Osa¥, as applicable to Christ. But the Cod. Alex., in
the parallel proposition, reads: xa! e’m')%;o'a’z«rwo'm abrd
wdvreg &y yehos adrot. Now, if this be the ancient
reading, it would be clearly seen, that, in the Author's
mind, a reminiscence of Ps. xcvii, was blended with
that of the passage from Moses. If the quotation
be taken from a Psalm descriptive of the majesty
of the Messiah’s kingdom, that circumstance alone
would suggest the conjecture, that the bringing.in re-
fers to the time to which 1 Cor. xv. 28. also refers
(Heb. x. 13.), when all things shall be subject to the
Messiah-king (Phil. ii. 9.) To this exposition of
the words a strict acceptation of them seems also to
lead ; it is supported, namely, by the position of wdAw,
which, from that position, appears to be joined with
the verb. If we then take the Aorist, construed with
drav, in the signification of the fut. er., there will re-
sult the translation, quando rursus introduzerit. This
translation has been defended by Cameron, Calmet,
Dan. Heinse, and others. Oixouuévy may then be un-
derstood of the glorified world, into which the King
of Spirits enters, and is in point of matter, the
same as, at ii. 5., is expressed more definitely by
olnovuivy méilhovox. On the other hand, the majority
of interpreters have disputed the reference to the fu-
ture appearance of Christ, and made the sisdysn re-
late either to the infroductio praedictiva, as they have
expressed it, that is, the announcement of the birth of
Christ in the world of Spirits, or simply, to the birth
of Christ. See Chrysostom, Theodoret, Seb. Schmid,
Cramer, Storr, Kuinoel, and Bleek. Chrysostom ap-

ealed to what is said of an heir : * ke is brought into

is inheritance;” more recent expositors appealed to
Schottgen and Lightfoot, who had shewn that, o come
into the world,among the Rabbins, means nothing more
than {0 be born. Comp. x. 4. Bleek appeals to the cit-
cumstance, that the Author would not, in homage to the
* Messiah, have limited the summons to a period at that
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time future. To this we reply, the factum, however,
stood fast in futurity. Against Bleek’s supposition
it may be urged, partly, that a bringing in of the
First Born before the incarnation, and a summons to
the Angels to worship Him, would require a definite
moment, and if this were the moment shortly be-
fore the incarnation, it would have been unsuitable
for such a summons, while another cannot be found,
and, partly, that the exposition of mepi %5 Aalelusy, ii.
5., wIl;aich would then be necessary, might be thought
less satisfactory than a reference of it to this passage.
Still, on the other hand, we cannot approve of the
construction of #¢A;y with the verb. This construction
could, with propriety, be admitted only if there had
been a previous mention of a first bringing in, which
some indeed conceive they have found, ver. 5., in
oqmegoy yeyivmxd oe. But that proposition has been
affixed merely for the amplification of the idea of the
Sonship. To this may be added, 1. That wdAw is the
usual formula by which citations are ranged in serie,
ver. 5.3 ii. 13.; x.30.; Rom. xv. 10.12. 2. That
the supposition of a transposition of the adverb is ex-
posed to mo suspicion, since it is frequent both in
Greek and Latin. Comp. Abresch on this passage,
‘Winer, Gram. p. 456. We, therefore, assume a trans-
position,* and conceive it, as respects the point of time
to which the language is to be referred, to imply the
whole period of the exaltation of Christ (1 Peter iii.
22., perhaps, also, Ggdn &yyirog, 1 Tim. iii. 16., may
be compared), but especially the manifestation of it,
when He enters into the regnum glorie (2 Thes. i.
9, 10.). The first born is also, in point of rank, the
first among the brethren. Hence David is called the
first born among the kings of the earth, Ps, Ixxxix.
28. That passagein the Rabba, the mystical commen-
tary on Exodus, sect. 19. f. 118, 4., is referred to the
Messiah ; He is, also upon other occasions, called

2 In German also we could say : * wann er abermals einfiihrt,”
instead of * abermals wann er einfih:1.”
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among the Rabbins, the first-born of God, and, with a
more distinct allusion to the fralernal relation, in Rom.
viii. 20. It is unnecessary to determine more closely
whether kere, in like manner, the relation to the bre-
thren (ii. 12.) predeminate, or thatto the other rulers, as
in ver. 9.2
The formula Aéyes, in this and other passages (iv.
4.), Bohme will not allow to be supplied by ¢ @zéc,
because, in the citations, &;yeAor @sib is again found,
but by 7 yexp#, as Paul is accustomed to write. See
Introduction, p. 50.
Ver.7.— Angels are minislering elements of nature, the

Son is everlasting King' (8—12.). Ilgég, like ‘?, turn-

ed towards, i. e. in respect of. Our author quotes ac-
cording to the LXX. ; and, in the sense which is given
by that translation alone is the passage suited to his
purpose : itisthe lowest kind of servitude, if his angels
must minister as elements of nature. But, on the con-
trary, how sublime are the declarations, ver. 8—12.,
concerning the Son ! Meanwhile, is the version of the
LXX. correct? and—at any rate—what is the sense
of the passage according to the view conveyed by it ?

1. . . .
The text runs thus: PR NN 1’,?‘3:.5@ ney
Dﬂs ¥N. The preceding context shews how water,

2
clouds, winds, hence the elements of nature, must serve
God. Following the same train of thought, we expect
here, also, that wind and flame will be described as the
ministers of "God. So it was conceived by Calvin,
Bucer, Beza, Cameron, Grotius, Bleek, and.almost all
. the moderns,> Some, indeed, have assumed this

* By the eods psséyovs, (answering to the Hebrew I 1)
are meant associates in dignity, evWpivevs, i. e. fellow Kings
as Dr. French and Mr Skinner well render, aptly compar-
ing Rev, xix. 16, “ And he hath on his vesture and on his
thigh a name written, Kine¢ or Kines aAND LomrD OF
Lorps.” See Bloomfield, s. l.— 7',

b In Xenophon, Memorab. I1V. 3, 14,, the winds and light~
nings are called dangiras ¢ay fior.
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meaning in the passage before us, and Beza brings for-
ward a grammatical reason for it, namely, that the
words &yyeAo and Asrougyoi must be regarded as pre-
dicates, because they have the article, a proof that they
are not used appellatively of ministers of God in gene-
ral, but, ir specte, of the (known) angels, so that the
sense will be: ¢ winds and flames take the place of
the angels”—and, consequently, the conclusion, how
low their station! An ingenious exposition certainly !
In our opinion, however, that acceptation of the e
of the Psalm which makes the angels the object deserves
the preference. In thefirst place, in Hebrew the natural
order of the words, in ordinary discourse, is this: first
the Verb, then the Object, and finally the Predicate.
This rule is to be departed from only when an impro-
per sense would arise from its observance. The ap-
parent unsuitableness of the sense has been the cause
of such a departure in this instance. But, how would
the case stand if the angels were here to be taken as
impersonal eradiations of the powers of God, serving
as a basis for natural phenomena ? Primarily, indeed,

'13“7@, which, according to its form, means, not lega-

tus, but, legatio divina, was a more general designation
of every divine energy acting in the texrestrial system ;
in the New Testament such energies are called duvaussg,
Rom. viii. 38., 1 Peter iii. 22., among the Rabbins
MY Forces, Powers. According to the Jewish
theology, they are the instrumental causes of every
phenomenon in nature ; and such, also, was the notion
of the natural philosophers of the middle ages, dewn to
the time of Keppler—including this great man himself
(“ every clement has its celestial Archeus”). Even if

~ we regard John v. 4. as spurious, it will still shew the

popular notion of the first Christian age: an angel is
the principium movens of the natural phenomenon.
See Olshausen’s “ Komm. zum N. T. I. Th. I. A. 8.
46."s If this be our author’s view, and it has some

1l
- & Acoording t6 Sack, Comment. Theol. p. 19, the ! '18 '7@
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foundation in truth—for what we call powers of nature
is but a X, instead of which we might use the ex-
pression messengers of God—then his quotation is quite
appropriate, there arises the sense we have given
above?

Ver. 8—12.—Contrast of the Son. Here =oic might
signify ad, and (as in ver. 13. xi. 18) serve to mark the
dative relation ; but, since this verse forms too definite
an antithesis to ver. 7., we prefer the signification : * in
respect of the Son, God says in the Scripture.” The

assages -are quoted strictly from the LXX., Ps. xlv.
';., cii, 26—28. We will not here inquire whether
the LXX. have rightly translated ¢ Sgivog oov, 6 @edg.
The matter most important to the author in the first
citation is, that the ggn is twice addressed as ¢ ©¢ég,
and, that an everlasting throne is ascribed to Him ; in
the second, that He created the world, and will survive
it, when, in its present form (1 Cor. vii. 31. 1 John
ii. 17.). it shall perish. That odzavoi here means angels,
or, at least, includes the angels, as many think, does
not seem easily reconcileable with the p e.
 Ver. 13.—Here we take avis in the signification fo
nor will this change appear striking after the interven-
tion of such long quotations. As the last dictum pro-
bans, that notion is adduced which was most known
and most current, and to which the Redeemer himself
appeals, Matth. xxii. 44., then the Apostles, Acts ii.
35. 1 Cor. xv. 25., to which perhaps, ver. 3. alluded,
and which appears, x. 12, 13., in a distinct dogmatical

1
alsois to be so regarded : * ita ut*? '1851? non tam personam

a Jehovah distinctam, sed naturalem illam apparitionem, qua
Jehovah loqui et se manifestare voluit, indicare videatur.
Persona, quae agnoscitur, in nuntio Jehovae, semper Jehovah

ipse est, ac nobis fortasse -‘Nb@ potius Bothschaft (Message)

quam Bothschafter (Messenger) vertendum esset.

* Venema, also, on Ps. civ. 4., regards the angels as the
object, but sees nothing more in the predicate of Winds and
Flames of fire than a description, in the way of comparison, of
the manner of their agency.
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connection (Comp. also viii. 1.), and where we will
treat more at large of the sense in which it is cited by
the New Testament writers.

Ver. 14 —The Son rules, the angels serve, nay, serve
those who are subjects in His kingdom; the Son is
enthroned, they are sent to and fro as messengers. It
is even said wdrsc, that is, the very highest among the
many classes of higher spirits. And, to express this,
the proposition is put in the interrogative form, which
gives additional force to the emphatic character of the
passage.

CHAPTER II.

WE MUST NOT BE LED ASTRAY BY THE CIRCUMSTANCE
THAT THE REDEEMER WAS HUMBLED FOR A TIME
BELOW THE ANGELS; THIS TOOK PLACE, BY DIVINE
NECESSITY, FOR OUR SALVATION.

Ver. 1—4. How much the sublime character of the
Nemw Testamen! revelation makes it our duly to lay
it earnestly to heart !

Ver. 1.—Instead of the usual 8 (p. 36.), we have
here the more Pauline expression &id roUro.—ILegioc0-
réowz, a word very frequent with Paul, being found in
the second Epistle to the Corinthians seven times, inour
Ep. at xiii. 19., and msgiooiregos, vi. 17. ; vii. 15. There
is no necesity to take the compar., with Bohme, as a
positive. It must be construed with 8¢, and not with
mpogénsm—In wapapbuiiusy we have first to consider the
orthograghy. Lachmann has adopted wagaguiusy, with-
out the reduplication of the . This orthography- is
fgund, also, in Cod. A. D., likewise in two Cod. men-
tioned by Matthdi, Comp. also ix. 19, 21., and Cod.
,D': at x. 22., épavrispévor, in like manner, Prov. iii. 21.,
in Breitinger magaguic. This orthography, according
to Eu_stathius, Ad Odyss. 11. 610. 12. @, 761. 83, 18
peculiar to the later Grecity ; Sturz, De dial. Maced.
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§ 10., numbers it among the examples of Alexandrian
orthography.

There is great uncertainty, however, with regard to
those examples of Alexandrian orthography quoted
by Sturz; and, this is by no means an unimportant
point, since, from the orthography- tests have been
obtained to determine the native country of the New

Testament Codd. Hug has two such tests, by which -

he regularly fixes the native country of the manusecript,
viz. the & in the termination of the II. Aor., and the
# before the labials, particularly before <. When
we come to discuss the first-mentioned form in elgd-
wevog, ix. 12., we will return to this subject, and
shew what weighty consequences have been drawn
from such doubtful premises, not only by Hug, who
is generally so circumspect, but by all those who, after
him, have given us Introductions to the New Testa-
ment. We must previously remark, that we can by
no means permit ourselves to lay down any fixed rules
respecting the Alexandrian orthography. This only
- may be affirmed, that the whole catalogue of the pe-
culiarities of Alexandrian orthography, by Sturz, is
very uncritical, more especially where he cites all those
instances, in the LXX,, of a single instead of a double
¢ as Alexandrianisms. There are innumerable exam-
les in which the translators, purely from oversight,
Eave written a double instead of a single, and a single
instead of a double, letter, as when, in John xix, 23.,
several Codd. read dgapos, and, vice versa, in the Cod.
Thuric. II1 Maccab. vi. 6., éSioow, and Matth xxvi.
28., ixyunbuevor. It is otherwise, perhaps, with the
case before us. The spelling with the single ¢ is poe-
tical (Buttmann, Ausfuhrl. Gramm. I. 84.); and hence
we might, perhaps, agree with Eustathius, in as much
as poetical forms prevailed in the later usage. Accord-
ingly, in the Cod. Alex., Heb. x. 22., we have the
omeric form psgavriouivo. Comp, the uncontracted
forms yuAiwy doréwy, xiii. 15.; xi, 22., which, how-
ever, occur also in Plato and Aristotle.

Moreover, the word is accented by all the'editors .

as Properispomenon, and, consequently, is not consi-
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dered to be the conj. praes. wagajpbwuer,a but either,
as by Erasmus, Schmid, and Dindorf, the conj. praes.
of wapagfvéiw, or the aor. sec. pass. of wagagfuia.
-Now, we have, certainly, some few examples of a
praes. azagivin; but the aor. sec. pass.’is far more
frequently used, and is found everywhere, both in its
proper and its figurative sense. 'We may, therefore,
without hesitation, regard the word as in the aor.
sec. pass. and employed with a neuter signification.

. To flow is = to be flowed past,—so Buttmann,
Now, “ to flow by before "something,”. when used
tively of persons, may certainly mean, “ to let

- slip from the aitention,” and, hence, doubtless, to for-
- get, or, to fail of something, to lose something, and,
used absoluté : ““to go toruin.” The meaning o for-
get it is equally diﬁ:ult to shew, strictly speaking,
either from usage or from the etymon. It cannot be
done in the manner in which Calvin, Beza, Piscator,
Cameron and Peirce (who take it to mean perfluere ut
vas 7imarum plenum) wish to de it. Beza himself
says, that, on account of wiwore ne quando, he is
inclined to prefer the other sigmification® Now, in
favour of that other signification, it may be said, 1.
That the meaning forgel, even could it be established,
would introduce a tautology : * let us give good feed
to the things we have heard, that we may not forget
them. 2. That the second meaning is found also in
similar compp. For example, wcacuxizrev vig
dAndeias is found in Polybius, 12.7.2., roi xafyxerrog
8.13.8.; mugawaiesy rijs aAndeias in Polyb. 3.12.9.;

* There is another passage in the New 'Festament where it
may be considered doubtful whether the Act. or Pass. Aor.
should be adopted, and in what manner, accordingly, theaccent
should be placed, viz. Luke xvi. 9. : Jra» ixalanrs quando de-
Siciatis, or dray lxdwirs quando deficiamini, in case, namely, it
should be thought proper to supply auxilio or viridbus; in
which explanation, moreover, we by no means agree.

® This supposition has very probably arisen from two causes.
1. The passage, Prov. iii. 21., on which we shall afterwards
make some observations, seems to require it. 2. Praeterfluere
aures, used of things, frequently occurs in Latin and Greek.
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wapgacipsodar vijs dAndsiug in Photius, vide Biblioth.
. m. 400 : foxe 8 Prhomovwirepoy wegi ThY izpdv Ry x.
eiaw youpnv Siarediiveu, i xai dv wodAois wagacipsray
rii¢ dAnbeias. 3. That this signification is not only
exactly suited to the context, but has also a corre-
sponding parallel, in watter, in iv. 1. 4. That it
may be shown to predominate in the later style, and
hence is adopted in this place by the Greek Fathers
and Lexicographers generally, Chrysost. and Theoph. :
wh droniusda, wi éxwicwuey, Theod.: v uh rve SAicdoy
browshwusv,  According to this, Hesych., Suidas, Lex.
Cyrilli, Gloss. Alb., see, in the last, the remark, p. 170.,
where wagayAvorgiowuey is adduced from the modern
Greek translation of Maximus as an explanation of the
proof ; but, yAverpoly, according to Du Cange, is xaro-
Modaivswy, éxwiwrev. The wvouchers for this, from the
later usage, where it is so employed in speaking of
persons, are the following: Clement of Alexandria,
Paedag. 111. 11, p. 288. ed. Potler :  the women
must adorn themselves in a chaste manner, u) 7aga
%ud)’o‘t riic arnbeiag & yaviérnra: Ephraim. Syr. 'f:
. Opp- p- 267. ed. Rom. : awofpifwuey ¢p’ tavrdy mdr
To Aoyioudy xouniog, wAwoTs wapapiud mer yuuvds yop
6 @ns dvdimiov abrol, xeti oUx éors wegiCihouioy 75 drwheig B
Ib. T. I p. 243.: wndi wapagplinre ax adrig (wio-
vewg), & v Biorayud.’ 'We have also to consider the
passage in the LXX., Prov. iii. 21., where it is said :
vit pa) woagapiviic, Thsnoor O dudy BovAnv xal Ewosas.
There, it has been attempted to force the reading
wsagagéuf into the text, and, then, to supply da=d riv
bpdaruuv oov, so Ludovic Cappell, and Lambertus
Bos. The Arabic, and, somewhat similar to this,
Symmachus ttanslated un wagagiunodruwsay §§ dpda-
wav 6ov. It is incontestable that the meaning to be
adopted there is: “ let mot slip.” But, if this be
given by cwelen, it shews that this is the same mean-
ing which we adopt in the passage before us, only

* Let us cast away from us every evil imagination, lest at
any time we swerve : for Hades is open before his face, and
there is no covering for perdi:ion.

® Neither swerve ye from it (4. e. the faith), by any wavering.
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differently applied, namely, not to blessing, delivery,
but, to doctrine. Now, since we have an allusion to
delivery, a reminiscence of the passage in Proverbs
cannot be supposed. In our opinion, the author, by
7ozagieh means exactly the same thing which he ex-
presses, iv. 1., by boreoed : +< to lose salvation, and in so
far {0 be lost.” Thus Haymo (+853) unites both—ne
Jorte pereamus et a salute excidamus. Respecting
this difficult word, Luther very much wavered. In
his translation of 1522, he followed the obscure and
barbarous pereffluamus® of the Vulgate (* Damit wir
nicht etwa verfliessen”); in that of 1530 he has:
That we may not be destroyed (* Damit wir nicht
etwa verderben miissen”), which he subsequently dis-
placed for ¢ Damit wir nicht dahinfahren,” and ex-
plained this in his Marginal Glosses, ¢ as a ship, be-
fore its entering into port, plunges into destruction.”
But 7aguééeiv cannot be said of ships, but of water
only. With the exception of Storr, the moderns, for
the greater part, as Bohme, Bretschneider, Wahl,
Kuinsl, Schulz, and De Wette, in his 2d Ed., ex-
plain it as we do (*“ that we may not lose them”),
the last, in his 1st Ed, « that it may not escape us.”
"Ver. 2.—Tradition affirmed that the law was given
by the ministration of angels. The first traces of this
opinion are in Ps. Ixviii. 18,, and in the LXX., Deut.
xxxiii. 2.; in the New Testament, Gal. iii. 19., Acts
vii. 53.; in Josephus, Antiq. 15. 5. 3.; Targum of
the Song of Solomon, ii. 3. This mode of representa-
tion our author employs in order to illustrate the
higher dignity of the New Testament; but, the more
he points this proof by carrying it back exclusively to
the angels, the more does he embarrass the older inter-
preters. who urged the mouth and finger of God in
the giving of the law. A similar climacteric contrast
between the Old and New Covenant may be seen at

T Jerome, Contr. Jovin. has even: ne forte supereffiua-
mus, thke translation prior to Jerome has: ne casu labamur.
The casu is intended to express the asei in gesiwors, which is
more correctly rendered by quando than by forte or casu.
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xii. 25. Hence, many have allowed themselves to be
misled so far as to understand, by &yyshos, prophets.
BéBaog is used in the same sense as 3¢Baswén subse-
quently is of the New Testament word of God. Every
ssion of the law receiving its punishment was a
proof that the law was BiBaiog. On wicdawodosia see
Introd. p. 35.
- Ver. 3.—A metonymy is here commonly assumed, as
if owrngia = Adyos swrngiag in Acts xiii. 26.; xvi. 17.,
Comp Acts xxviii. 28.: 7 cwrigiov 7ol @soli. The re-
lative 77i¢ coming after sa\xairng instead of dors, is
explained by Matthid, sect. 479., rem. i. ; the mark of
interrogation, therefore, which is commonly put after
owrypieg is inconvenient, as the proposition is not com-
pleted. Sitill, as the whole period does not terminate
till we reach ver. 4, the point of interrogation could not
be so long postponed. *Agyrv Aaufdves for dexeoto,
i8 usual with writers at the time of Christ, and subse-
quently ; with the Inf., it serves as a circumlocution
of the adverb, soinewhat like suyxdw with the parti-
ciple. EB:Baiddn i nudis, a significalio pregnans,
as Theophylact explains it : diswoplusids xai eig qubc
BsBaiwg nai wiorivg.

We have now reached that passage of the Epistle
which appears to speak most strongly against its
Pauline composition ; for, the Author, by this decla-
ration, seems to place himself in the same dependent
relation towards the Apostles as Luke does, with respect
to himself, in his Gospel, i. 2.; a passage compared with
this by Chrysostom. So early as the fifth century,
Euthalius pointed out this difficulty, without, however,
removing it ; Theophylact and Oecumenius endeavour
to remove it, but unsatisfactorily ; Luther and Calvin,
from this passage, especially, decide against the Ep.
being the work of Paul® Beza, in his fifth edition,

* Luther (Walch's Edit. xiv. p. 146.): ¢ It is clear from
this, that he speaks of the Apostles as a disciple, to whom sugh
doctrine had come from the Apostles, perhaps long afterwards.”

. Calvin says: ¢ Caeterum hiclocus indicio est epistolam a Paulo
non fuisse compositam. Neque enim tam humiliter logui
solet, ut se unum fateatur ex apostolorum discipulis, neque id
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seems to prefer the supposition of an error of trans-
cription, that is, of 7udg instead of dués, but after-
wards he takes refuge, like most of the defenders of
the Pauline origin of the Epistle, under the rhetorical
figure dvaxoivwois. If the Ep. is to be maintained as
the composition of the Apostle, the assumption of this
figure offers certainly the most admissible way of es-
cape from the difficulty, and one which Hug. in his
Introd. 3d. Ed. p. 467., has followed with the most
security, although he has not brought to his proof all
the means at his command. We may remark that
the communicative® manner, peculiar to all the New
Testament epistolary writers, is found more than onee
in our Ep., vi. 1—3. ; x. 24—26.; xii. 1. 2. To the
observation of Bleek, that, while the fact cannot be
denied, yet, that this manner of address occurs only in
exhortative, reprehensive discourse, where the Author,
conscious of the general sinfulness, may include him-
self along with his readers, it may be replied: We find
it so in the passage before us: &7 fuds mposiyen, wis
éxevEimedn xrA., and although the proposition ¢is #udi¢
éBeBauiifn does not directly“%elong to the exhortative,
but declares a historical fact, yet it may, perhaps, be
imagined, that Paul having commenced in the com-
municative style would continue in it, and so much
the more, as, in many respects, his knowledge also vév
Aarnbivrwy dic vol xvpiov wasbased upon the tradi-
tion of the Apostles. From the instances mentioned
by me in my Miscellaneous Works, Vol. IL., p. 309., et
seq., it appears to me indeed decidedly probable, that
1 Cor. vii. 10.; xi. 23. cannot be referred to oral

ambitione, sed quia improbi ejusmodi praetextu tantundem de-
trahere ejus doctrinae moliebantur. Apparet igitur, non esse
Paulum, qui ex auditu se habere evangelium scribit, non antem
ex revelatione.

8 The word communicative is employed in the Original to de-
note that manner of writing in which the Author considers
himself in the same position as his readers, and in this sense it
is also employed here, and in a few more passages of thc trans-
lation.— T'r,

L
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traditions derived from the Apostles, yet it cannot
_ be but that Paul received many asaying of Christ,

and many a fact of His history through the Apostles.
Besides, does he not say that he received the AaAs-
bévra, not Vwd T@v &wodvilwy, which certainly would
speak more decisively against the Apostolic origin of
the Epistle, but, only v rav ¢ xovedvrwy, from those
that heard? This declaration, then, might perhaps
be reconciled with the Authorship by Paul ; and we
should be satisfied with this vindication of the point,
could it be proved that the Epistle was written to per-
sons in whom no doubt could arise as to the apostolic dig-
nity of Paul. Butwhatshall wesay when we find the
Apostle, wherea doubt prevailed as to his parity with
the other Apostles, so zealously defend his equality
with them as he doesin Gal. i. 1. 11. 16.; ii. 6., et
seq.; 1 Cor. ix. 1. Now, this Epistle is addressed
precisely to those communities in which Pseudo-Apos-
tles, similar to those in Galatia, could not fail to be
found, from which we should rather say the Galatian
Pseudo- Apostles arose (Gal. ii. 12.). In writing to
these communities, would he have given occasion for
any misunderstanding touching his dignity ? This
cannot be believed.®

Ver. 4. The leading thought previously was, that
the New Testament word of God. is BéBuioy, as being
spoken by the Lord, and delivered by those that heard

* Among the communicative passages, to which the defenders
of the other view appeal, perhaps the mostapplicable is Jude ver.
17., pvietnes oy frudear cay agotignuirer Swd cay &xooTiAmy
voU Kugiov sipwy, but see Neander’s History of the Apostolic
Church. Another passage from the Pauline Epistles might be
adduced, which has never yet been applied in this investiga-
tion, viz.,2 Tim. ii. 2., & dxoveas wag’ lpob did woArdy kagripwr.
By these witnesses we might understand the Apostles, as se-
veral expositors have done. But, not to mention other reasons,
1 Tim. vi. 12..decidedly proves that these witnesses are bap-
tismal witnesses. In the Armenian Ep. of Paul to the (or.
ver. 4., it is certainly said, iyd 3 &a’ &gxiis ixsivo 3idaka juis,
dwsg alris wagirafor wags cdv woorioar ‘Agerr-Aay xvA., but
that Lpistle is decidedly not genuiue.
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him ; but there was added the Be¢Ba/wog, by the won-
derful signs, and here, in particular, those of the pri-
mitive Church. The idea of miracle is rhetorically
amplified ; onueiz, the miracles, inasmuch as they are
signs of the spiritually wonderful, point to this (Hugo
a 8% Victore ; prodigia quasi porro digia), réigase, as
they cause astonishment, duvduesg, as they are eviden-
ces of su,perhuman power. The uegiomol mvebuarog are
the diaugéosig yapiowdray xal évegynudran, 1 Cor. xii. 4.
6., of the One Spirit the various parsgdigers, which, in
the first age, being endued with unusual energy, passed
into the supernatural. Megioués, which occurs, also,
iv. 12,, is, besides, like @yizoués, and similar words, a
nominal form of the later Grevity, found in Josephus,
Plutarch, &c., the classical word being évadaouis.
The addition xard riv airol dikger is in the genuine
style of Paul, Comp. 1 Cor. xii. 11., #dira 3 raira
Erspyel 7o o 1ol 0 aded msiua, Croigoly idiq ixcioryw xofag
Bovrsrai As the reason why one being receives
this, and another that, quality at creation must be re-
ferred simply to the déAnua o0 @sol, so the same rea-
son holds with respect to the New Creation. Comp.
Paul’s use of xara sy sbdoxiav ol deAjuasos, Eph. i. 5.,
and of di rol feAfuwaros rol Osol, where he speaks of
his own calling to be an Apostle.

Ver. 5—9. The Son alone is Lord in the kingdom of
God, and although all things are not yet subject to

Him, still we already see His exaltation in its com-
mencement.

Ver. 5. We would neither, with Heinrichs, refer
ydg to onusie, nor, with Kuinél, to éi¢ rel xvoiov, and
still less, with Chr. Schmid, exchange it for d¢. It is
based upon the whole connection of 1deas from ver. 2—
4., in which the greatness of the Christian scheme of
salvation is declared. Tts greatness is founded in this
(such is the meaning), that the Son of Man is ruler
in the oixouu. weAM., and not angels. The glory of the
Christian economy is then farther shewn, as in ch. i.,
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from the dignity of the Son of God compared with the
Angels, and that, too, with the special intention of re-
moving any doubt which might arise in the minds of
the readers in consequence of His ignominious death.
Tlepi ¢ Aahobusv ean be properly explained, we think,
only by looking back to i. 6. If a transposition of
wain be adopted there, as we have done, then the
passage does mot indeed distinctly declare that 7
oinoumévy % mérAovew is meant, but, as we have
shewn, the idea liesin the subject itself, since God did
nol solemnly introduce His Son on His first appearance,
for on this first appearance He was rather humbled,
Beax’ v, below the Angels. It may now be asked
whether, by o/xouuévn, we must understand the earth.
This sense is not necessarily conveyed by the word it-
self, for, like aiuv, it may denote the new system of the
universe, whether that shall be upon the earth or else~

where. The expression Ran D‘)iy was employed

equally by those Jewish Theologians who expected
the new order of things upon earth, and by those
who looked for it in another world. We must form
our decision, therefore, by what is said on this sub-
ject in other passages of the New Testament, and,
particularly, by what our Author teaches. The most
distinct intimation that the consummation of the king-
dom of Christ shall be upon the new earth is found
in 2 Peter iii. 13.; Rom. i. 19—21. It has lately
been asserted (Usteri, Paulin. Lehrb. 4. A. s. 369.),
that « the Ep. to the Hebrews contains generally the
germs of that opinion which we call the modern one,
namely, that our life upon earth is only a state of trial
and preparation for Heaven. Paul, on the contrary,
places the future, for the greater part, upon earth, and
sees it in events which shall come to pass on it.”
This is one of the many assertions which have been
inconsiderately made concerning the Apostolic doc-
trines, among others by Riickert, without the smallest
attempt at an illustration of Scripture by Scripture.
Thus, Usteri gives no other proof of his assertion, as to
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the views of Paul, than Phil. iii. 20. From tbat pas-
sage, however, no certain conclusion can be drawn;
while the passage, 1 Thess. iv. 17., which appears to
speak most decisively against it, is not even men-
tioned. That the Ep. to the Hebrews every where
g‘;hfes future bliss in Heaven is certainly true (see
ulz, p. 92.), See especially ch. ix. 11.; xiii. 14.;

vi. 20.; x. 34.; xii. 22, 23. Still it would have
been nothing more than a duty to have noticed that,
not to mention the other Apostolical writings, this
“ modern” opinion may be proved just as well from
the discourses of Christ himself. Matth, v. 12.; vi.
20. ; xix. 21.; Luke xvi. 9.; John xvii. 24. Comp.
ver. 5. 13.; xiv. 2. Our opinion is this: God is de-
signated in the Old and New Testament as émovgdwog, as
enthroned ¢év oloaviy, and still, in the Old and New Tes-
tament, it is declared, that the heavens do not contain
Him, and that He is everywhere present(Seemy Comm.
on the Sermon on the Mount, Bibl. Cab. Vol. xx.)
Hence it follows, that, on the one hand, it is very na-
tural that the abode of Christ and the blessed should
be placed in Heaven, for they are in the immediate
presence of God (Heb. ix. 24.), but, on the other,
that this designation is to be understood not so much
of place as of state, as it is expressed in the Lutheran
dogmatics, not romixdc, but spomarig. Even the
doctrine which adhered strictly to the letter distin-
ished coelum gloriae, the world of the blessed, coe-
um naturae, the ZAther, coelum gratiae, the Church
upon earth, and defined coelum, when alone, not
as the regions of air, but thus: est cerlum woi, in quo
electi aelernam laetitiam et gloriam participabunt.
Comp. the remarks in the Introd, p. 105, et seq. If
the case be thus, there is no reason why the Apostles
should not speak of a bliss in heaven, and yet under-
stand by the expression a bliss which should be mani-
fest upon earth. They might the more readily do
this, as bliss commences at death, and, until the glori-
fication of the earth, must be fixed, as to locality,
somewhere else. Hence, in Acts iii. 21., it is said of
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Christ himself, that He is received up into heaven,
protempore, until every prophetical prediction be ful-
filled, when He will again appear upen earth. That
the expression of locality, in heaven, from heaven, is
only the designation of what is from and with God,
Jrom Him proceeding, is particularly apparent when,
Rev. xxi. 2., the prophet says he saw the new Jerusa-
lem, adorned as a bride, descend upon earth, éx roi
obgavel awd Tod @cod. In 1 Peter i. 4, it is said of
the xAngovouiu of the faithful that it is to be reserved, v
obgovoi, until the ow-zoiw ghall be revealed, év xuzy
éoxdre. The Apostle says, Col. iii. 1.. that Christ
is enthroned above with God, wherefore the Christian
must sa dyw goorslv 3 and, ver. 3., it is declared that al-
ready the Zw7 of the Christian is hidden oiv r§ Xpior
év 7% @:@, until the appearance of Christ. In Phil.
iil. 20. it is said our conversation is, # oboaveis, ¢5 of
noti swripe dexdexbusda. While the same Apostle, 1
Cor. xv., 8o beautifully describes how the new siua
shall spring from the old like the blade from the
grain of seed when it casts off its shell, it is said, 2
Cor. v. 2., that the new oixnriiomy i8 év rofy obpavoi, and
will come éx rob olgaved, in order to absorb (xaramiven) .
what is mortal in the old s#u«, and then to form a new
covering. Is it not clear that:  fo be established in
God's omnipotence, destination,” and:  to be in heaven,”
are synonymous expressions? That two representa-
tions apparently destructive of each other, such as
in heaven is our country, &c., our country will be on
the glorified earth, may co-exist and mutually support
each other, without the exclusion of either, might be
proved from the manner in which, in the religious
style, we speak of the dead: ¢ He is gone to the joy
of his Lord:” ¢ God grant him a peaceful rest untzl
the blessed day of the resurrection.” A heathen who
should observe only the latter in our church, would
consider himself fully entitled to conclude from it,
that, according to our belief, a Psychopannychy com-
menced immediately after death ; and whoever should
remark the former only, that, immediately on the
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death of the Christian, his completed state begins,

after which nothing more is to be expected. With

these observations, we return to the term oixouumén

wirhovea.  Tor the reasons we have stated, there is, in -
our opinion, nothing opposed to the notion, that the.
Author of the Ep. to the Heb. shared in the belief of
his teacher Paul, that the earthly o/zovuévn. at the final
consummation in the state of glorification, shall be
the seat of the Sumeix voi Xoiored ; although, on the
other hand, we do not affirm that such a conclusion
may be drawn with perfect certainty from this ex-
pression. This conception of the passage has certainly
much more in its favour than that adopted by Bleek,
according to which oix. weA). is the Christian economy
in general, the owrnsia, spoken of (wepi A5 Aanotmer)
ver. 3. ; this is not governed by Angels, inasmuch as’
the Angels nowhere exercise an essential influence in
bringing in the kingdom of God.

Ver. 6. In a rhetorical {£epyaoia, similar to that in
Rom. x. 5., et seq.; Eph. iv. 8, ef seq., v. 32, the
Author, on Ps. viil. 5—7., which he quotes literally,
but witha slightabbreviation,* from the LXX., developes
what he himself wished to teach the community re-
specting the humiliation of Christ; that the Son of
Man had indeed been humbled far below the angels,
but only for a season ; that He was thereafter crowned
with glory ; and, finally, that all things had been put
under Him. It is true that we do not now see all
things put under Him, although this subjection will at
last take place (Heb. x. 12 13.). but the exaltation
of the deeply-humbled Jesus has already begun. The
indefinite way in which the citation is made must not
be explained. as Koppe and Schulzhave explained it, by
supposing the Author to have cited from memory, and
to have forgotten the Secripture passage. The con-
trary might rather be inferred, from the words agree-
ing so nearly with the LXX., but with more certainty
1stly. From the consideration, that, if the words of the

a The words xa) xaricryras xra., ver.7., do not belong to the
text, but are a completive gloss from the LXX,
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Psalm were so well known to the Author, that he could’
quote them with such strictness from the LXX.,
it is very improbable that he was ignorant of the
passage being a portion of the Psalms. If we as-
sume this here, we certainly cannot do the same by
iv. 4. 2dly. From this, that Philo quotes in a similar
manner when he certainly knew the writers from
whom he quoted (See Carpzov on the passage); in
the same way, the Rabbins (see Schottgen on the pas-
sage), and the Apostolic Fathers, as Clement of Rome,
Ep. i. Ad Corinthios, c. 15. 26. Aéyer yde wov. There-
fore we say more correctly with Theodoret, o0 Aéyes 78
Gvoue rob einérog, dre woby EmioTHUOVELG TRV Y20PWY -
Asybusvog.a  Perhaps, also, the indefiniteness of the
quotation, in this instance, may be partly explained
from its serving the Author as a connective, as a sub-
stratum for his own thoughts. Paul is equally indefi-
nite in his quotations under similar circumstances,
Eph. iv. 8.; v. 14; and Christ himself cites, at John
vii. 38. (where in reality there is no distinct Old Tes-
tament passage), quite indefinitely, xaddg efmev 5 yoaps.
— Asapaprigesdes we must not take, with Kuinol, in
the more lax signification of canere; the passage is
cited as a Scripture testimony, although not in the
strictest sense. Comp. wagrugen, vii. 17.

In expounding the words of the citation, we have
only to ask ourselves what signification they have in
the mind of the Author, within the scope of his own
application of them. And, first, it may be asked,
whether the ¢/ imply the praestuntia or miseria?
Bihme supposes our Author to have conceived it in
the former sense ; Kuinul, that in Ps. viii. and cxliv.
3. it is likewise to be so taken. In our opinion, this
is forbidden by the context in the passages from the
Psalms; but,independently of that, does not the phrase,
“ God remembers any one,” according to (ld Testa-
ment wusage, always imply that he is miserable ?
Comp., for instance, ﬁ;! and 'IED, which are found.

* He does not give the name of the speaker, as he is dis-
coursing to tho:e who were conversant with the Scriptures,
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together in Jer. xv. 15. We cannot believe, there-
fore, that the Author has departed fromthis acceptation,
particularly as nothing compelled him so to do. When
the writer used vids dvdzwwov, had he in view the name
which Christ commonly gives to himself? This is
possible; but we cannot agree with Bohme, that the
term gave him occasion to employ precisely this quo-
tation. Such a circumstance might with- more justice
be affirmed of the za;' dyyirovg.

Ver. 7. Interpreters have endeavoured to explain
the departure of the LXX. from the Hebrew text, in
this verse, by expounding the latter by the former.
Calvin, Vitringa, Venema, and Dédderlein, explain

Baexd v in the Psalm, temporally, and [¥7ONof the

Angels. The latter interpretation is adopted not only
by the LXX., but the Targum, by Jarchi, Aben
Esra, and Mendelsohn. In the Psalm, however, both
expositions are inadmissible, 1. On account of the
construction of the verb \\PI7 ; 2 2. Because the Psalm,

* In 'Y Sxp Y'Y IDMM), wemust not take 2
DY I = A, .

as the greater number of modern interpreters of the Psalms
have done, as a comparison. The VJ, construed with -\,

denotes the object of which one suffers want. So we find
ic clearly, Eccl. iv. 8. But, in [ SN the original signi-

fication of this plural, the idea of the abaio:acl, appears promi-
nent, ‘“ he wants but little of the Divinity’’ (er ermangelt
nur wenig der Gottheit). The ancient plural in the word

D’,‘ib& may heregarded as denoting the abstract idea, ra-

ther than as indicating the original Polytheism of the He-
brews, or, as a pluralis majestatis. ¢ This manner of ex-
pressing the abstract by the plural appears to be even more
ancient, and more immediately addressed to the senses, than
the more frequent one, in which the foem. sing. is put for the
abstr. Ewald, Hebrew Gramm. p. 326. 'T'he acute De Dieu
first drew attention to that construction of -}/, Differing

from all other eprsitors, he translated : egentem fecisti eum,
and in the same way appealed to Eccl. iv. 8., but he, too, has

translated D’h%&}g by supra angelos.

»
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as is shown by ver. 6. 7., alludes strictly to the history
of the creation, where the likeness to God is declared.

Ver. 8. 9. Only afew have rightly perceived the ap-
plication which is now made of the declaration in the
Psalms, The Psalm says, that all things shall be sub-
ject to Him. This =dvra is here brought forward asit
isin 1 Cor. xv. 27. To this extent, indeed, the word
is not yet fulfilled in Him ; still His exaltation is cer-
tain, as the glorified One He has goured out His spi-
rit, Acts ii. 23., is already exalted above all Angels,
Eph. i. 21,22.; 1 Peter iii. 22, and is enthroned at
the right hand of God, until He shall have put all his
enemies under His feet, x. 13. As to its commence-
ment, therefore, we see that wdvra bzérafas already
fulfilled. To this we must add, what is further deve-
loped in ver. 10—18, that it was precisely His tempo-
rary humiliation which made Him the High Priest of
the New Covenant. It cannot, of course, have any
thing in it offensive.

Ver. 8. Here is one of those cases where ydp ap-
pears to be used anomalously (see p. 41.), inasmuch
as we should rather have expected a wév in opposition
to the following &, on which account Schulz trans-
lates: now. If we had before us an animated dialogis-
tic discourse, we might here suppose an elliptical use
of the ydg: ¢« but this saying agrees not, for.” See
Viger, p. 496. So in Paul, Rom. iv. 2. Some may
wish to apply to this passage the canon, which, since
the time of Apollonius, has been applied to Homer,
that the established proposition is placed by transposi-
tion before that to be established : *“ We see not yet,
however, all things put under Him ; if all things shall
be put under Him, then nothing shall remain that
shall not be put under Him” But, besides the im-
ﬂ‘opriety of applying this canon, taken strictly, to

omer (see Thiersch, Gramm. p. 478. Hartung, Grie-
chische Partikeln. I. 467.), the relation of the pro-
positions to one another is different, for the second
with 8 appears to point out an objection to the first.
If we wust take 7d; as ratiocinative, I see only this
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way of getting quit of the difficulty; the citation,
namely. is supposed to be brought to prove, that the
oinouuévy pérnovoe. is put under Him ; but how is this
found in it? The author urges wdyra—in pursuance
of his purpose, he puts re wdvre, not merelyw all
things possible, but, the tolality—this wdvre must also
. include the o/xsvuévy wél\cwou, and thus the ydp refers
back to ver. 5. But what are the oirw Irorsvayuive?
It is commonly said the angels, but according to
Eph. i. 21. 22.; 1 Peter iii. 22, along with the ex-
altation of Christ, His exaltation over the angels is
also given; and, indeed, necessarily given, for He
sits on the right hand of God. What is not yet pus
under Him we may determine by 1 Cor. xv. 25. 26.
Comp. the exposition of Heb. x. 13.
Ver. 9. The construction in this passage is accom-
g:nied by some difficulties. Certain expositors, as
za and Jac. Cappell, think a double synchysis must
be supposed, so that the real position of the words
would be this: BAémousy 6f 065n xal vy iorepavwuévor
sy Boaxd T wag dyyihovs AAarrwuivoy dic vo wddnuo
vol davirov. Valckenaer will have o 7o wddnue vol
dovdlrov construed with FAarrwuéver as well as with
éorepavmuivo.  Others have even questioned the read-
ing. Schulz, on account of its unsuitable position,
would expunge 'Incolv from the text; Matthai, both
here and at ver. 7., would expunge 87 xai riufi éorepoi-
vwuiévor, and Semler éxwg xdgirs @coi—~luvdrov, For all
these assumptions I think there exists not any reason.
Let us first come to an understanding on the position
of "Ineedv. That position, so far from being striking, is
much rather necessary. The subject-matter, previously,
had been Man, or the Son of Man in general («irés).
The Author now shows how this was fulfilled in the
person of Jesus. It might in fact occur to us, as it did
to Beza, Michaelis, and Storr, that he had by dvfzwmog,
in the Psalm, understood man in general, to whom
universal dominion was promised in Christ, and now
wished to prove, that in Christ, the True Man, the ful-
filment had in a preliminary manner begun. The
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first ace., rov 8 Boux) w1 xrr., has for its predicate
"Ingsly, to which we may supply ivra or efvos, as at
Acts xviil. 28. (Matthid, Gramm. sect. 428.) ; and, if
this be the correct view, then the position of *Inaly is
the only appropriate one : * Him who was humbled for
ashort time belom the angels (of whom the Psalm speaks,
and who before was only denoted by airis) we see in the
person of Jesus” This is precisely Luther’s view.
Comp. the position given to 'Izoolg, vii. 22, not for
the sake of euphony alone, but of emphasis. If, in-
stead of ¢oiy, ver. 8., BAéxery were intentionally put, we
should be obliged to consider its proper signification
here to be, to descry, to behold* (Ger. erblicken),
which is quite agreeable to the sense of the passage.
Bengel gives adspectus loquitur. The phrase Bepaxi
1 is, by many, referred only to the last period of the
passion. But, according to ver. 14. 16. 17., v. 7., we
think that the Auéoas ¢; 62o26; are meant by it The
odpf xoi afue is that which places Him lower than the
Angels.—Now, if the first half of the proposition be
translated as we have rendered it then di& w0 «wddnue
cannotbejoined with Ahasrwuéver but with ésrepavauivoy,
and dogmatical analogies will be found in v. 8. 9.;
x. 12.; xii. 2. It may now be expected, perhaps,
that the proposition, i o 7dllnua x7A., as a defining
proposition, is more closely connected with "Inaly, by
the article rév placed at the commencement But it
is more rightly regarded as parenthetic: ¢ We behold
Jesus, the humbled one, crowned with glory, and that
on account of His having endured death.” The pas-
sage being so conceived, it can no longer strike us
that we find é7w; xrA. connected with Aharrwuéver; as
otherwise, indeed, it would have been a solecism.
Along with xdseir1 @col, thereis found thereading ¢ w2ic
Osol, which is interesting in a dogmatical point of view,
According to the testimony of Origen, in his Comm. on
Johni. 1. it was,in histime, the most general,for hemen-

a See my Commentary on the Sermon on the Mount, Bibl.
Cab. Vol. vi.
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tions xdgirt Oceli as £v v164 avrrys 'Posg, whereas, accord-
ing to Jerome, I. 2. ¢n Gal., ABsQUE DEo was found
only in quibusdam exemplaribus. According to this
reading the passage is explained by Theodoret. It is
frequently found among the I.atin writers, in Ambrose,
Fulgentius, Vigil. Taps., and, likewise, in one Cod. of
the Syriac version.® Until the beginning of the last cen-
tury, however, a manuscript proof was wanting for it.
Bengel, in 1723, to his great joy, discovered in the
codex of Uffenbach, which had been communicated to
him, the reading which he had already regarded with
so much partiality. This Cod. is now in the library of
the Gymnasium at Hamburgh, forming part of the
bequest of Christ. Wolf. A minute description of it

* Thus, namel , Tremellius reads, in his Heidelberg MS.
DXB WIYD AYT TIMAWI NTONTID 9DD Y,

D9, and according to this the Paris ed. in 4to., and EL
Hutter : the Oriental Historians, also, are represented as at this
day adopting this reading (La Crgze, Hist. du Christian. des
Indes, 1. 3. n. 64)—but, against this are Widmanstadius, ac-
cording to the Vienna Cod., the Polyglots of Antwerp, Paris

and London, Trost, and Schaaf, anQQ.s.éD icl.&' Qo

N os) @il @2aa “ For God himself hath ac-
cording to his mercy suffered death for all men.” How did the
translator obtain this version? Was it from a text different
from our own ? This is not credible, for then the entire struc-
ture of the proposition dwws — ysdrnsas must have been changed.
There is incomparably greater probability in the suppesition,
that this reading was originally a stranger to the Syriac text,
and was first introduced as a Syriac Gloss, arising from dog-
matical views. We are led to this conclusion also by the
Arabs Erp., who translates from the Syriac (although he has
here and there been corrected from the Coptic), and neverthe-
less follows the leot. rec. But from what dogmatical views can
that translation in the Peshito have arisen ? In my opinion,
most probably, from an orthodox, in opposition to the Nestorian,
reading. Griesbach, in his Comm. Crit. in N. T. pars II. p.
51., has made some observations on the interpolations of the
Peshito; but, according to Griestach, Hug, and Winer (D¢
vers. N. T. Syr. usu critico institluendo, 1823.), the words
of Semler (ad Wetstenii Prolegomena, p. 289.) must still be re-
peated : ¢ Syriacae translationis critica quass historia ADRUC
DESIDERATUR.”
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was published by Henke (Helmstddt 1800). It con-
sists of two leaves only, and contains the first and last
chapters of the Epistle to the Hebrews (The Cod.
Uffenback I. ap. Welst. contains the Acts, the Epis-
tles, and the Revelation). This valuable fragment,
which cannot be assigned to a later period than the
tenth century, is the only Cod. known which reads
Xwpis @il if we except Cod. 67., which, according to
the statement of Alter, has the same reading as a
Scholium of the second hand, on the margin, Nov. Test.
ed. Alter T.ii. p. 519. This reading, although feebly
supported externally, is defended by Bengel.

It ap, that this excellent man would not have
admitted the application of Schulz’'s Canon of Criti-
cism, although sound in itself : lectio prae aliis sensum
pietatis praesertim monasticae alendae aptum fundens
suspecta est (Proleg. in ed. N. T. p. Ixi.), either here
or to 1 John v. 7. If we are to take xwsic @0l into
favour, in spite of its slender external foundation, it
must be supported by «ery strong internal evidence.
It must be, 1. The reading demanded by the context :
and, 2. The substitution of ydeirs @col must be easily
explicable from dogmatical reasons. Now, so far as
the former point is concerned, it is remarkable that
Bengel himself wavers as to the right sense. In the
first Prodromus, which he subjoined, 1725, to his edi-
tion of the work of Chrysostom, De Sacerdotio, he
gave this exposition : filius hominis mortuus lprm'nde ac
si is non esset Deus ; in the Prodromus of 1731, and,
in the Gnomon, he proposes this meaning: ut praeter
Deum sibi omnia vindicaret, which basieen adopted
from him not dnly by the Crusian Chr. Schmid, but
also by Henke. Again, the exposition of the Greek
interpreters is quite different from this, they explain
it according to 1 Cor. xv. 27.: “ He died for all save
God,” and then the object of the addition, * save God,”
we must consider as being to give greater prominence

* Wetstein had already, in 1717, made that discovery ; but,
unknown to Bengel.
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to the extent of the reconciling power of Christ: “ for
every thing that exists, God only excepted.” But,
there is a fourth view possible, that is, a reference of
the words to the éyxardielic, Matth. xxvii. 46. So
Matthéi. Now, as so great a difference of opinion
exists among interpreters respecting the sense of that
reading, we cannot surely affirm that 1t is necessarily de-
manded by the context. Moreover, it cannot be made
to appear probable that xdgir has been substituted for
xweis for dogmaticalreasons. Such a substitution must
have been made, if at all, for polemical purposes,
against the Nestorians ; but, the antiquity of the read-
ing xdeirs extends far beyond the date of these disputes.
Hence Bengel, in the Gnomon, after mentioning both
readings, and deciding in favour of xwei¢, adds: lec-
tori tamen integrum est, rem amplius expendere.

If we now inquire into the origin of the reading
xwszi¢, we must examine the eharge advanced against
the Nestorians, or those ecclesiastical teachers who en-
tertained their sentiments, as having been the authors
of it. Marius Mercator charges Theodoret with the
substitution; a Scholium of a Cod. Coislin. 19., in
Griesbach and Wetstein, accuses Theodore of Mop-
suhestia; Oecumenius and Theophylact blame the
Nestorians in general. That they have sometimes
corrupted the text of the New Testament, as they were
accused of doing by the Synodus Diamperensis, is
shewn by 1 Cor. v. 8., where the Nesterian manuscripts
alone, instead of & &{luorc, express the sense of é
{Yun, and, for thisreason, because the Nestorians, with
the other Eastern Christians, at the Sacrament of the
Supper made use of leavened bread. The passage,
according to the present Peshito text, must also have
been decidedly displeasing to them, so that, in this
way, we haveit explained why those of Nestorian sen-
timents among the ancients, as well as the present
Nestorians in the East, prefer the reading xwgis @col.
From the high antiquity of that reading, however, we
must renounce the idea of its origin in Nestorian
views, and then the question presents itself, whether
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xwzi¢ @:ol arose, by a mere slip of the pen, from yderrs
©t0oi, or whether it have crept into the text as a Gloss.
The substitution of an w for an e, by transcribers, was
easy, for @ was expressed, for the sake of brevity, by
a straight line drawn above the consonant, w by a cir-
cumflex, and these two marks were readily interchange-
able. It is not so easy to explain the change of = into
¢: yet there are examples of it; Comp. sy ruasn MSS.
Ba. et Vi. instead of oy7uars, in Herodian 2, 12, 3.
Henke conceives, that, originally, neither reading was
found in the text, but, rather, that to U=ty wavré; was
added the gloss ywzis ©:00, and this exchanged by tran-
scribers for the better known jdpirs @<, The hypo-
thesis of Griesbach is more probable, that, to the o0ty
apiney adr@ dvwréraxrov the gloss ywels @col, founded
on 1 Cor. xv. 27. was addeg, and, that it afterwards
crept into our verse.

Xdgirs Ocol has several dogmatical parallels in the
New Testament, e. g. Rom. v. 15. Titusiii. 7.—The
use of the sing. wasric, instead of the plur. wdvror,
quilibet omnes, has been considered, although impro-
perly, as an idiom of our author, see p. 35. Why
should he not, with equal propriety, write: * that he
might suffer death for every one,” or: * that he might
suffer death for all2” Was it not here at the writer’s
choice, as in Matth. xiii. 19., and Mark ix. 49., to use
the singular instead of the plural ? See, for example,
Polybius 1. 1. 4. wapozuijoas wdvia xai véoy xai wpsoB0-
rsgov, on which passage Schweighéuser remarks: sin-
gularis usurpatur, ubt numerum pluralem exspectasses,
Comp. &g rig frequently = #xaorog, e. g. Herodotus
1, 50; 3, 79., and, simply. «ég in Herofot. 7, 197. is,
by some, so explained. Origen and Theodoret urge
this word for the universality of the work of redemp-
tion, the former drawing from it the conclusion, that it
includes the souls of the stars and the angels. 1f, with
these writers, we read ; wsig ©¢ol this conclusion seems

Decessary.

Ver. 10.—18. And indeed, this short humiliation, until
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death, was necessary, for, only through it could He
overcome death and be a merciful high- priest.

In our opinion, ver. 10. contains the Thesis, which,in
the next verse, is further developed, and in the follow-
ing sequence of ideas: 1. If God was desirous of form-
ing a community of many glorified sons, then that Son
who paved the way for them must be glorified through
suffering. Ver. 10. 2. Those whom Christ has sanc-
tified are to be regarded as the Sons of God as well as
Himself. Ver.11—13. 3. The érgeas is proved from
this, that the incarnation was necessary, a : in order
that death might be overcome, ver. 14,15.,6 : in order
that Christ might have that full sympathy with hu-
manity which must be supposed in a mediator, a priest,
ver. 14—18.

Respecting the construction, two sets of questions
fall to be considered. 1. To what subject does uirg
relate ? 3. Must the same subject be taken for aya-
yéire? All the moderns (with the single exception of
Cramer), and almost all the ancients have made adr¢
refer to God. To Him the language necessarily re-
fers, because the agynyds riis swrneing is mentioned as
adifferent subject. Brachmann has very strangely made
abry refer decidedly to the Father; but, contrary to
all the principles of grammar, he has from &/ dv xra.
onwards referred every thing to the Son. It may ap-
pear more doubtful whether God be the subject with
respect to dyayévra also, as many have sup; ,
first, the duct. quaest. ad Antiochum, and last of all
Klee, who translates : * it became Him, on account of
whom are all things, Him whe was leading many sons
into glory, to make perfect the Prince of their salva-
tion through suffering.” But, it is remarkable, that,
in his exposition, Klee follows another view of the
passage. Against the reference of dyaydira to dexr-
év it can hardly be argued, that, before moArols, the ar-
ticle r&v would have been expected again, for we might
assume~—as Justinian proposes to do,and as Bengel ap-
proves—that we have bere a proposition in apposition,

M
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which, for the sake of emphasis, is placed before: « it
became Giod—as one who should lead many sons into
glory, the leader of them, &c.” But the pron. airav
is certainly opposed to this construction of the words.
Interpreters have been led to expound the passage in
this manner from expecting the dative dyayévrs, instead
of the accusative, in the reference to God.* In such
cases, however, it depends equallyupon theauthor, whe-
ther he will add the participial proposition in the same
case as an apposition, or make it a predicate, as it
does whether he will construe the predicates of the in-
finitive with the case of the subjects or not: See Bern-
hardy, Syntax, p.367.; in the New Testament, Acts
xi. 12. xxv. 27. Construed with the infinitive, it
defines more closely not so much the nature of God,
as He is in Himself, as His relation to the reAcidoar.
‘We must by no means call this, as Kuinél has done,
an Anacoluthon.

Let us now examine the words individually. Ilgémew
does not denote an outward dviyxn, but one in the
existing constitution of the human race, resulting from
-the nature of God: so also wpsrre, ver. 17., and d¢; Luke
xvii. 25. xxiv. 26. &c.—Alrég, as in Attic prose,=
éxsiog.  We were obliged to refer the relative propo-
sition to this subject, but, we cannot help remarking
that, in the predicate itself lies a reason for referring
it not to the Father but to the Son, namely, in the &’
ob : if spoken of the Father as the source, ¢ o0 would
have been necessary, according to Rom. xi. 36. and
1 Cor. viii. 6., where precisely this &/ ¢ distinguishes
the Son from the Father. If, for thisreason, the read-
er still wish to abide by the reference to the Son, I see
no other means of vindicating the construction than
the supposition, that adrdv robrov has dropt out from
before the relative, asupposition, which, however, would
charge this correct writer with an imtolerable solecism.

s According to Carpzov and Michaelis : ¢ grammar undoubt-
" edly decides that it goes to Christ,’ because, otherwise, the da-
tive must necessarily have been used.
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We shall come nearer the truth by supposing that, in
. this place, the author (as is done at ver. 11) would have
employed ¢£ ¢§ had he not had in view the Paronoma-
sia 6/ ¢ This highly significant predicate of God
proves the descent of our author From the Pauline
school. Of the Apostles, Paul, alone, is acquainted
with that thought which embraces time and eternity :
God is the end of all being. The Italic, instead of
propter quem, has, with a like sense, pro quo. And
why does the writer add this predicate in particular ?—
for the same reason that is found at Rom. xi. 36.
There it points out God as the autonomic author of the
whole developement of the universe in its beginning,
middle, and end. So here the predicate intimates, that
He who is the prime cause an(f end of created being is

. also in a condition to form the wisest counsels for its

welfare. The woA)oi vioi stand in contrast to the one
vids, who was not alone to be conducted to the dZu,
similar to the declaration, Heb. xi. 40., that the elders
were not alone to be conducted to God. The difa is
that enjoyed in the regnum gloriae, Rom. v. 2. ; viii.
18. Col. i. 27. 2 Tim. ii. 10., which includes the
becoming like to Christ, 1 John iii. 2.

It is necessary that we now enter upon a difficult
inquiry, that, namely, respecting the Part. dor. dya-
yévre. The translation : * who was to bring many,” is
widely spread among us—and to it we are led by the
context. Nevertheless, grammatical accuracy demands
particularly that the past idea should be expressed ;
for, among all the modes of the Aor. it is, next to the
indicative, most peculiar to the participle. Hence the
Ttalic : multis filiis in gloriam adductis, the Vulgate:

ué adduxerat, in like manner the Peshito, the Arabic,
uther, and also de Wette: *“ as he — led,” which,

. however, does not necessarily express'the past. Now,
the adoption of the complete past is accompanied with
insuperable difficulties. We could not, if such were
adopted, understand the New Testament vici, but, as
Este, Justir., and Braun have done, the Old Testa-
ment saints only. Now, these, certainly, are repre-
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canon De coratu cannot be applied, perhaps the sig-
nification peculiar to the Aorist, that of marking what
is customary, habitual, has more to recommend it. A
very acceptable sense would be obtained if we might
translate : cujus est adducere, as we might compre-
hend in the passage both the Old and New Testament
sons of God. But, on the one hand, this version gives
rise to the dogmatical difficulty, that there ought cer-
tainly to be a causal relation between the vids agxnyis
and those vio/ moA2of, and that, consequently, we can-
not understand any save those of the New Testament :
while, again, strictly taken, the Aorist does not ex-
press what we call (pflegen) to be wont, for we find in
Greek rather giheiv, xaipuiv, é0ircv. Thus stands the
matter: the Greek, from his vivacity, presentiates the
'ﬁast in which certain events frequently came to pass;
ence, in Grecian proverbs, where we would use the pre-
sent, the Aoristis employed, Comp. for example,’ Agoevicu
lavid ed. Walz, 1832. p. 185. Similar to this is
1liad iii. 33—35 (the same is the case with Arabian
proverbs, Comp. also Thiersch, Gramm. p. 291. 2.).
According to this strict acceptation, the &ysw ¢ig déEav
would refer especially to a past. This being the case,
nothing else seems to remain for us than, without fur-
ther justification of the proceeding, to suppose a per-
mutatio temporum, according to which dywyéra would
stand in place of dyovra or dfovre. Thus, Beza con-
tents himself with the remark : ipsa sententia ostendit
significari actum praesentem, non praeteritum, Bleek,
also, says no more, and Schlichting is so bold as to
give dyora as a reading. The true state of the mat-
ter seems rather to be, that the Part. Aorist., joined
with the Aoristic Verb. finit., loses the signification of
the past, and expresses what takes place contempora-
neously with it, from which, in the passage before us,
we derive this sense: “ as he wished to bring,” addu-
cendo. 'This is rendered very clear by a passage in
Eurip. Phoen. v. 1619. riis aypiag ire duciveror Furrig
wihog fyvw a@ryyds, daded cipa povsboas. Oedipus did
not explain the riddle afler he had killed the sphinx,
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but mhile he killed her. So Eurip. Medea, v. 434.
Hermann has illustrated this usage, 4d Viger. p. 774.
New Testament examples are found in Acts xix. 29.
Lukei. 9.5ix £0. 1 Tim.i. 12.

"Agxnyés is here, and, in xii. 2., as also in Acts iii.
15. v. 31., equivalent to author, Joseph. Antiq. vii.
9, 4. woAN@y doynyd xuxiv; Diodorus Sic. v. 64.
wsydhwy dyadiv agynyobe.

On rereidv See App. 11, and, on the redsiwag through
the wabjuare, the exposition of v. 8, 9. The Soci-
nian and Arminiun exegesis finds—in the genuine spi-
rit of modern Rationalism—the causal connection of the
sedc/worg o Christ and of the wo)Aoi viei in the example
of steadfastness, to be given to Christians, since they,
likewise, would be constrained to endure many suffer-
ings. See Schlichting, Grotius, Limborch, and also
Iipiscopius in his Commentary on Revelation ii. 8.,
where he discusses our passage at length. In like
manner, the restriction of ra wdvra to quae ad salutem
pertinent is a Socinio-Arminian reduction of the com-
prehensive idea which cannot be justified by Eph. iii.
9, and still less by Rom. xi. 36., to which Grotius
appeals.

Ver. 11. The ydg refers back to vie/, the object
being to shew wherefore the redeemed bear the same
name as the Redeemer ; but, it may appear doubtful
whether this be proved by the Messiah participating in
their lomwness, or by their being sanctified and made
Sons through Him, and participating in His Aighness.
In the former case §:6; must be referred to Adam, as
Justinian, Hunnius, Carpzov and others have referred
it; or, in consideration of ver. 16., to Abraham, as
Bengel, Michaelis, and Chr. Schmid ; or, #¢; may be
taken, with Calvin, as a neuter: ex una massa. In
the other case, the expositor will, with the Grecian
interpreters, refer it to God. 0ix éxaisyiveras, in the
same way, will be referred, in the first case, to the Mes-
siah’s taking part in the lowness of His brethren, in the
other, to their having been raised by Him. The rea-
sons advanced by Bengel and Michaelis for the former
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view are less weighty, but not so that drawn from the
first citation in ver. 13, which, however, seems to de-
clare that the Messiah and the redeemed stood in a
similar human filial relation to God. Still so many cir-
cumstances combine as to decide us in favour of the se-
cond view. Even the phrase réi—axa/ seems to lead to it,
for, in the strict use of that phrase the first word ap-
pears as the main idea, so that the formula runs thus:
‘* not only this—Dbut also that ” So, in Latin, amoque et
{audo, Terence, Hecyra, iii. 5, 38., praeter aequumque
et bonum, Adelph. 1, 39. See Hartung, Partikellehre
I s 98. Moreover, obx éxwioyiveras is better explain-
od by it, for, it implies that men have now obtained a
dignity, so that the Son of God is not prejudiced by
His brotherhood. Add to this, that, in ver. 14., the
participation of the Redeemer in the meanness of hu-
manity is first mentioned as a consequence of what
precedes. Finally, it must be kept in mind, on the
one hand, that the name vio/ ©col, according to the
usage in other parts of the New Testament, constantly
denotes the dignity obtained through Christ, on the
other, that, in the passages where Christ is called « the
brother of the redeemed,” the expression refers to
God being His and their Father, John xx.17  Matth.
xil. 50. Rom. viii. 29. But, what shall we now say
to the above-mentioned citation, ver. 13.? I can only
suppose that it is not carefully selected, in as much as
it properly belongs to that other series of ideas: but,
even were it to be proved that the Messiah was truly
a man, it may be said that Old Testament dicta more
appropriate than this might have been adduced. The
allegation of this passage was made, perhaps, in this
way : the author's real intention was to cite the se-
cond passage from Isaiah viii. 18., which is here quite
a[lepropriate. and, as this from Isaiah viii. 17. would
also, in some degree, bear to be applied, he cited it pre-
viously. Itis remarkable, that the very writer who,
ch. i., describes the superhuman dignity of the Redeem-
er in such lofty language, now brings prominently for-
ward the cquality of the redeemed with Him. For this,
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however, he had the authority of Christ himself, John
xx. 17. Matth. xii. 50. A sentiment of reverence
has made the Church abstain from a frequent use of
the title brother; it is most frequently employed by
the United Brethren, in their Ascetic terminology, in
consequence of the tendency of Zinzendorf to bring the
Saviour as near as possible to His own. It is a highly
remarkable trait in the Christian doctrine, and a source
of its inexhaustible riches, that it unites in its dogmas
such amazing contrasts as ¢ our brother and our God.”
It is, also, remarkable that the Rationalists, in their
dogmatics, have not often employed this expression.
Baumgarten-Crusius has taken this significant word as
the motto to his Introduction to Dogmatics.

On the term &y:afw See App. II.  The faithful have
no claim to the name of brother on their own account,
but only as dya{iusor, that being imparted to them,
Rom. viii. 29., only in so far as they are sduuozpor rig
eindvog abTod, — The el én Tob @cob is, like other com-
prehensive expressions of Scripture, sometimes em-
ployed in a narrower, sometimes in a wider sense, all
the senses, however, having one fundamental notion to
which they relate, like concentric circles. This cha-
racter of the language of Scripture, by virtue of which
a single word traverses so wide a field, and has, at one
time, a less, at another a greater opulence of mean-
ing, according to its application, may be disagreeable
to the formalist in dogmatics as well as to the linguist,
these having more to do with the distinction than the
unity of the idea; but, for religious contemplation,
and a profound speculation, there is a great charm
in beholding the unity of the Idea in the unity of
the Word. Thus the soul and centre of the notion
vids Ozl is given in Christ, but His viérag is reflected
in manifold gradations in His brethren. Paul desig-
nates, Acts xvii. 28., in the language of the poet,
all men as the children of God; in the fuller sense
the name belongs to those whom the Son has, xar’
igoxy, made Sons, Gal.iv. 4—6. John i.12. But
John uses the same chas éx rei Oeod, and éx eiig
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&).nbsiog, of those also, in whom—to speak in the
terminology of the Schools—only the gratia prae-

rans is active. He who has a sense for truth,
efore he comes to Christ, is becoming a child of
God, in the deeper sense of the term (John iii. 21.);
John viii. 47.; xviii. 37. 1 John iv.6. Comp. en
the notion vid¢ @si, my Commentary on the Ser-
mon on the Mount (Bibl. Cab. Vol. V1.) and see also
above p. 127.

Ver. 12. 13. The two first citations, with a very
slight change, are made from Ps. xxii. 22., and Isaiah
viil. 17 (the ancient commentators improperly regard-
ed the latter as quoted from Psalm xviii. 4), the third
from Isaiah viii. 18. On the relation of the Old
Testament passages to the reference to Christ;
see "Appendix I. It is commonly supposed, in re-
spect of the passage from Isaiah viii. 18., that the
nervus probandi lies in this, that the filial relation, as -
well as the.fraternal, evinces a unity of nature, and, of
course, that the moudier are children of Christ. Much
more must we look upon ré wadix as a designation of
the vio) @ecl, who are assigned to Christ as to the
First-born, and which He, consequently, mentions in
close connexion with Himself.

Ver.14. While in ver. 10. ézpexs was advanced with-
out further explanation, the motives are here first as-
signed. It may be said that these are twofold, the
first, lying in the antecedent, in éme/; the second in
b, in the final proposition. The second, however,
appears as the main question, the Incarnation alone
making the endurance of death possible. Therefore,
nearly the same relation obtains between this ézs/ and
Ho. as between the two lvaz, Rom. v. 20, 21., where, in
our opinion, the first proposition with #ie, declares the
condition under which alone the second with vz could

_be realised. Still more correspondent is, in ver. 17,
the relation of the 8dsv &perdev to the final proposition
o yévmrou. It may excite our wonder, that, in 1
Tim. ii. 5., where Christ is mentioned as ueoirng Osol
xod dvdgiiman, He is called only dwfgwmog; the reason of
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this, however, lies in the mention made immediately
afterwards of His reconciling death. We must, there-
fore, agree with the Gloss of Grotius, that ¢ipf and
afwz here point out not merely the human nature, but,
in particular, the wafnrdy x. gdag=év. This is demanded
not only by the context. but, generally, by the usage of
the term ; this materiality, which consists in flesh and
blood, is the perishable, Matth. xvi. 17. 1 Cor. xv.
50. Gal. 1. 16.; Eph. v.12. Christ has even now,
in His glorification, a s&ua, Phil. iii. 21., but the days
of His odgf are past, Heb. v. 7. The perf. xexondvyxe
must not be explained with Bengel : respectu majoris
parlis, quae jam VIXERAT, lempore testimonii in Psalmo
edili, but rather, according to the proper import of the
Perfect, as denoting the stale, arising from the action
of the xonwiei. On the construction with the Gen.
rei, see p. 37. Karazy:iv is a genuine Pauline expres-
sion, found, in the most various flexions, twenty-five
times in the Pauline Epistles, but, with the exception
of Luke xiii. 7., where it is applied to an object of
sense, it is found nowhere else save in the passage be-
fore us. In Luke xiii. 7. it is used of an object of
sense, but in every other instance, in the spiritual
sense, to deprive of uctivity (dsgydv worsiv).

The developement of the thoughts upon which this
declaration is founded, is equally difficult and impor-
tant. Let us divide the subject, considering these
three questions: 1. In how far has Christ, through
His death, destroyed death? 2. In how far has He,
through His death, destroyed the devil? 3. In how
far has the devil the power of death ?

1. In kow far has Christ. through His death, de-
stroyed death 2 QOr, that we may express the thought
in the harshest of all Oxymora. that in which Luther
has clothed it in his Easter Hymn of 1524 : ¢ What
means this wondrous rejoicing of Christians: The
Scripture hath announced how one death ate up the
other ; death hath become a derision ! Halleluiah ! (Die
Schrift hat verkiindet das, wie Ein Tod den andrrn
Jrass; ein Spott aus dem Tod ist worden! Hallelujah!)?”
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—When we inquire, amid the Theology of the last de-
cennium of the past century, we receive an answer
equally tenuous and distinct, the echo of which we
find in Kuindl: by the resurrection of Christ, it is
most clearly proved that thereis a future life ;—this is
given as the dogmatical contents of the passage, and
the remainder of this declaration is regarded as a con-
scious or unconscious Jewish dress forit. Grotius re-
lates, at this place, the Jewish superstitious sayings of
Sammael, the angel of death, and after him, Wetstein,
Michaelis, and others. Bretschneider, on ddvaro;z, has
endeavoured to propagate some peculiarideasrespecting
the superstition which lies at the foundation of the dis-
courses of Christ and of the Apostles, especially in the
« Zeitschrift fir Christenthum und Gottesgelahrtheit™
in the ¢ Aufsitzen B. 7. . 4,,und B. 8. H.3.”, then in
his Lexicon, and in his “ Dogmatik”, B. 2. 8. 301., &c.
The Apostles, as it appears to him, looked upon the
natural death as something good and agreeable to the
laws of nature; and, by ddvaros they understood only
that everlasting sleep of the soul, in Hades, which came
over every so:f in consequence of Adam’s transgres-.
sion, so that the merit of Christ and his Apostles lies
in freeing men from this superstition, and in doing this
—because of the incapability of the people at that
time to understand the subject better—by means of
another less hazardous superstition, namely, that the
death of Christ upon the Cross frees the believer from
Hades. The Socinian and Arminian Theology gives
a more comprehensive import to the declaration than
the modern. . According to Schlichting, Christ through
His death has conquered death and the devil ; 1. In so
far as His exaltation followed upon His death, and, in
His exalted state, He is able fully to vanquish Satan.
2. In so far as upon the death of Christ the resurrcc-
tion and glorification followed, and, by this highest
proof of the truth of the Gospel, men were brought to
devote themselves to Christ, and thus to withdraw
themselves from Satan’s dominion. According to
Limborch, that victory over death and the devil is ac-
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complished, 1. Because the death of Christ, as the Co-
venant Sacrifice, strengthens faith generally ; 2. Be-
cause the death of Christ does away with guilt;
3. Because upon the death of Christ follows His exal--
tation, through which He is able to cast down the
kingdom of sin and death. The dogmatists of the
Church reckon up various single points, for instance,
Gerhard, Loc. theol. T. «vii. p. 48. : liberavit nos a mor-
te, 1) timorem mortis in nobis extinguendo, 2) mortem
in aliquid melius commutando, 3) tn media morte vivi-
JSica consolatione nos sustentando, 4) corpus nosirum
suscitando. Before we show how, in our opinion, -
Christ destroyed death, we will discuss the question,
in what does the destruction of death through Christ
consist? In doing this, we must refer especially to
parallels in subject, or, atthe same time, when we
ean find them, in words The most remarkable of
these is 2 Tim. 1. 10., xarapyfoarsng miv rov
ddvaroy, puricavrog Ot Lwiv xai aglagaioy diee 7T edary~
yéXiov, then comes 1 Cor. xv. 55.; Rev.i. 18.; xx.
14.; xxi. 4., with these the passage from John must
be connected, it which it is said, that, for believers,
there is no more ddvarog, John v. 24.; viii. 51, 52.;
xi, 25. Now, we must remark, on the one hand, that
Odvarog, in the passage before us, can, from the con-
text, denote only dodily death, but, on the other, that.
neither here nor in’ the passages from John, is the
3uestion at all of the abholition of the act of physical

ying, for to this believers also remain subject. Hence
also ver.-15. speaks only of the destruction of the fear
of death, and of the bdondage to death. Decisive
proofs that, in the language of Christ, o die, does not
mean lo escape physical death, are partly Jobn xi. 25.
6 miovebwy eig sut, &y &w o dcivy, Choeras, partly Jobn xi.
4., where our Lord first says of the sickness of Lazarus
it is o wpds ddvaror, and, nevertheless, He declares
shortly afterwards: Adlogsg dmidaver. The expres-
sion employed also in 2 Tim. i. 10, xarapyev siv
ddvaroy, strictly interpreted, denotes only a rendering
inoperative (&sgydv wueh), and the gasizwarg of the un
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and dpdagoic is assigned as the positive act of Christ,
which pavégwarg is here something effectuating, and not
merely a teaching. Zw7 and dpdagsio, again, are here so
related, that the one is causa, and hence placed before,
the other effectus, i. e. the w7 is the évrwg Cwi, 1 Tim.
vi. 19., which overcomes death. Observe the remark-
able expression, 2 Tim. i.1.: zxar ézayyehiav {wii v év
Xpior(, where w7 means specially the spiritual life
in Christ, but it probably comprehends also, as ézay-
7eAie permits us to conclude, eternal life. This Jw#
18 consequently the Baoiredeiv & Cwfi dia 'Incod
Xprorol, Rom. v. 21 (Comp. dixaiworg Swiig, Rom. v.
18.), 7 xdes Basineboe dic dixasosivng sig Cwiv aidivior.
Hence, also, John v. 29., avioraaig rij¢ Swiis construed
by apposition, contrasted with dvierasg xpicews. With
this agrees fully what is said John v. 24.— the be-
liever hath already passed into life,” and John iv. 14.
¢« Christ hath placed a fountain in the inward man,
the water whereof floweth unto everlasting life.” 1In
like manner, it is said, John vi. 33. 40. 41. 44. 50. 51.
of the bread of life which Christ gives,—that it is
¢ food which remaineth unto everlasting life, and that
whosoever eateth of it shall live for ever.” Hence we
may give the following as the result: the xaragyeh
o dcvaroy, through Christ, consists in this, that He
establishes in man a true life which overcometh death,
and which will go on unto perfection in another world.
But, since this true life is not establishedin man merely
through the death of Christ, and the power which
overcomes death cannot be ascribed exclusively but only
pre-eminently to the death of Christ, our question
stands thus : In the whole compass of Christ’s agency
in obtaining the Jwsi aiuwwog for men, how much effi-
cacy is inherent in His death? Our answeris: by
virtue of the fulness of God dwelling in Him, death
has only so much power over Christ as He grants to it,
but the principle which overcomes death, that princi-
ple the head imparted to His members. Obx 5v duvariv
xpaseiolar abrdy Uwd voi dovdrov, says Peter of Christ,
Acts ii. 24. The Redeemer declares of Himself, that
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He has power to lay down His life and to take it up
again, Jobn x. 17. 18., and the same thought is con-
‘tained in John ii. 19. Therefore, we affirm, that He
who was able, by His mere will, to recal the spirit in-
to the lifeless body, and to overcome in it the princi-

le of corruption, could have warded off death from

imself, provided He had so willed ; but that having
‘yielded Himself a prey to it, and freely laid down His
life, He also freely resumed and glorified the holy tem-
ple of His body. This affirmation may, perhaps, ap-
pear alittle startling to some. DBut, are we not con-
vinced that the Christ who was able to overcome dis-
ease in the organisation of others, was also able to ward
it off from His own? If this power, however, is in
Him in an absolute degree, then, along with it, He
has also given to Him the ability to suppress the
power of death. Now, in our Epistle, this power in
Christ to overcome death is mentioned in those signi-
ficant expressions found in ch. vii. 16.; ix. 14. But
that which the head has, the same passes also to the
members. .- )

These members, too, receive such a life, that, in vir-
tue thereof, it will one day be said of them: ofre yap
gmedaveiv ért Sivavras, Luke xx. 36. In appearance,
while they yet only receive the first fruits of the
Spirit (Rom. viii. 23.), they are overcome by disease
and death ; still, even now, through the life of Christ
in them, they overcome disease and death in their es-
sence, 80 that, as the older theologians express them-
selves, their death is only the larva mortis, the transi-
tion to a more free unfolding of the life established in
them, which finally overcoming also the material pdiga,
will glorify its cast off bodily covering. He who has
raised up Christ, will, as Paul says, did b #vebua rob
Ocov 70 &vornoly év Awi, finally animate also our cwua
dvprév, Rom. viii. 11. ¢ The end of God’s work is the
glorification of the body.” The xaragy: riv ddvaroy,
in the Church, has, therefore, two degrees, the one in
which death in its essence is overcome, but, in its ap-
pearance remains ; the other, in which, in its appear-
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ance also it is overcome. 'This last zaragyei is
spoken of in 1 Cor. xv.26. Then first, also, Hades is
dgstroyed, which subsists so long as the material
world is not glorified by the Spirit;.and hence, also,
at the final consummation, Hades, together with
Death, shall be overcome, 1 Cor. xv. 55. Rev. xx.
14,

Now, although the main idea of the author, as
is shewn by ver. 15., be, that Christ has destroyed
death, yet he adopts the expressions, that Christ has
destroyed the Devil, who has the power of Death,
whereby the overcoming of Death is represented not
as a physical but an ethical process. Accordingly we
inquire :

2. In how far has Christ’s death destroyed the
Devil 2 That His death was a condemnation of the
devil is declared by Christ Himself, Jobn xii. 31. In
how far is this the case? A general answer may be
given: in so far as by His life and His death He has
broken the power of the kingdom of evil, Luke x. 18.
Bat. if we inquire in a more special manner, what did
our author understand, in the passage under conside-
ration, by the overcoming of the power of Satan ? we
may, with reference to ver. 15. express it thus:
Christ, by His redeeming death, deprived Satan of
the right to make men miserable after death—the
want of drxusestvn and {wd, and unhappiness are corre-
lative terms, so that where the one is the other must
be also. But, Christ, by his death, has obtained for
His own the aluwwog xAngovouice, ix. 15., is become,
through the struggle which He rightly sustained
against death, airiog rfig owrngius nuéy, v. 7—9,
has brought it to pass that believers, through the rent
vail of His earthly life, pass into the Holy of Holies,
x. 19. £€0. Comp. App. II. With this agrees the
boast of Paul, 1 Cor. xv. 56. 57., that death is de-
prived of his sting, which is sin.

3. Let us again inquire: In how far the power
over death is attributed tothe Devil? For the eluci-
dation of this question expositors are wont to adduce
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snqum from the Rabbins concerning the angel of
eath Sammael. who, riding upon the serpent, is said
to have seduced Eve, &c. These passages are found
at greatest length in Buxtorf, Les. and in Eisenmen-
ger, from whom Schittgen has made extracts. With
. these may be compared what Hackspan brings forward
in his learned treatise, De angelorum daemonumque
nominibus, § 42. 43., on the Angel of Death, in 1{5
Sylloge Disserit., 1663. Still, what do these passages
rove { According to some modifications of the Rab-
ginical story, they certainly talk of Sammael (and, in
like manner, of Asasel and Asmodai) as if he were a
particular angel ; but, according to the most current
representation, Sammael is only another name for Sa-
tan, as Maimonides has proved, More Nebochim, 1I.
c. 30. Now, that Death came into the world through
Satan, is already known from Wisdom ii. 24. We
must not, however, regard the proposition: That Sa-
tan has power over Death, as merely an isolated notice,
for it is intimately connected with the whole doctrine
of that heing. The author of evil upon earth is also
the author of all its consequences. Descending still
farther, Christ himself calls that which in nature dif-
fuses Death, 8lvauig 705 éxdz00, Luke x. 19. The
same thought, that Death is dependent upon the
Author of Evil, is given under a more corporeal image
in Evang. Nicod. ed. Thilo, p. 736., where Hades, asa
particular person, addresses Satan: & doxsdiaBore, %
o bavdrov coxd, 7 fide g &,/m;r/'ag, 70 TEAOG ToVTdG
xaxoi.® The expression xgdros exwy soi favdsov in-
dicates that Death itself is a power, which, although
originally foreign to human nature, yet now xvgicies,
PBagineves (Rom. vi. 9.5 v. 14.), reigns over it.

Ver. 15. The first thing which here attracts atten-
tion is the use of the demonstrative roirove, since we
should either expect wdvreg 800, or doos, in the first pro-
position, and soirov¢ in the second. Hence Luther,

* O Archfiend, the beginning of Death, the root of Sin,
the end of all Evil,
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Schulz, and de Wette have, without any remark,
translated it :  those who,” exactly corresponding to
the Italic: “ fkos, qui.” No other course is permitted
us than either to suppose that, construed ad sensum,
it refers to the preceding & wadie, or—which I
should prefer—to suppose a preadmission of the De-
monstr., such as we find in Herodian, 4, 15, 11:
émeigdivro 0 of piv BdgBogos, oAb 11 5% TAAbe ToU T wy
Umegeovres, xuahwomodous sods ‘Pwuoiovs, instead of
avxAwoacdos rovg  Pwmaiovg, ToAy T4 7w TAR0es x‘:-rrsgéxovrsg
abriy or robrwy. It is asserted, although incorrect-
ly, by Abresch, that the infinitive &%y, when taken, as
it is here, substantively, cannot be accompanied by an
adjective. See, for instance, Ignatius: Ad T'rall.c. 9.,
v aAndndv E5v.  The connection of the Gen. dovAsing is
questionable ; that is, whether it is to be construed
with &voyos, which is assumed by almost all interpre-
ters, or with the verb axaArd&y, a construction which
Abresch and Bohme defend, after the example of de
Rhirs. Thereason given by Abresch, namely, that évoyo:
is more usually construed with the dative,isof no weight.
The argument, to which Bohme has given such pro-
minence, that our author, for the sake of emphasis, is
wont to place the main idea at the end of his periods,
is based, at least, on precarious grounds. Schiifes
goes so far as to affirm, against Hermann and Bremi,
that the Greeks and Latins, in the collocation of
words, paid no attention whatever to the emphasis of
sense, and looked omly to euphony, Appar. ad De-
mosth. 1. 347. 400: omnino jl:zl.rimimum mihi videtur
de vocum collocatione judicium in liberrima linguae
graecae latinaeque syntaxi, quae ad aurium sensum
numerorumque suavitalem aut gravitatem fere exige-
retur. Even if this be not true to the extent main-
tained by him it is so in general, and more in Greek
than in Latin, in which we certainly trace distinct rules
for the emphatic collocation of words. At all events,
the construction adopted by Bohme would make us
sin equally against logical perspicuity and the laws of
euphony: and, still, this commentator -urges another
N
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reason, namely, that dmadrdfn cannot well stand
without a genitive, This is correct, axaAArdrrew
is = &AAdrrew wé vo;.  Aid has been sought in an
ellipsis of @33ov, indeed, but, Kuinol's observations in
defence of that are inapplicable. If dwar2.d%n stood
at the close instead of the commencement of the pro-
position, the pronoun belonging to it, ajred (¢6,[§ou),
might be omitted with the utmost propriety: See
‘Winer, p. 128., and- the writers there quoted. Yet,
in the present position of the words, an ellipsis is
scarcely admissible. I do mnot venture to decide be-
tween the two constructions; whichsoever we adopt
the sense remains the same. ®630sand doiros are cor-
relative ideas, Rom. viii. 15., and stand opposed to
the sajinaio, with which the vioi approach the dzdvos r7j¢
Xx%giros, chap. iv. 16. x. 22. This Christian 7ej-
énoia refers also to that which lies beyond the earthly
death. It might occur to an inquirer to compare with
this the dovAsia ris plopéis, Rom. viii. 21. But, on a
closer examination it is perceived that the parallel is
only apparent.

Ver. 16. With that race—such is the author’s
thought—which was to be saved, it was necessary
that the Divine Being should be incorporated, and
this thought is declared in such a way as again to set
aside the doubt as to His humiliation below the
angels.

*  We have here an extraordinary case in the history
of Exegesis, namely, of a proposition, without a single
testis veritatis, having for centuries been understood
and explained in the Church against every law of lan-
guage. Of such a case it might have appeared diffi-

_ cult to find an example; yet such an example is pre-

sented by the verse before us. Without a dissentient

voice, save that of Chrysostom,® we find adopted from

* The passage in which Chrysostom explains this verse
is one of those in which the hand of a stranger has inter-
fered with the text. Comp. below, on chap. iv. 2. That
Chrysostom distinguishes batween the signification of i idas-
fdverbas and &varaul vy is clear from these words: i§
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the first ages of the Church down into thesixteenth cen-
tury, an exposition which, according to the laws of
language, ought manifestly to be rejected. The Italic
translates: nec enim statim angelos adsumsit, in the
sense of : « He did not assume the nature of angels ;”
the Vulgate: nusquam enim angelos apprehendit ;
Ambrosius, Vigilius Taps.: suscepit. The Peshito :
2@ DAY < iy faor B “he has not taken
(anything) from the angels,” by which, probably, it was
intended to express, that he took not on him their na-
ture. The Philox. has oy,  he assumes.” The
Coptic version, also, has : non induit. The version of
Luther, as well as the other Protestant translations,
express the same sense; and so is it explained by
all the interpreters from Theodoret to Castellio, the
first, so far as we know, who gave an exposition agree-
able to the usage of the language. He first render-
ed (I Ed. of his translation, 1551): non enim ange-
lis opitulatur. Yet, after this correct translation was
published to the world, neither Erasmus, nor Calvin,
nor Beza, nor any other of the philologists of that age,
undertook its defence. On the contrary, Beza hurls
his thunders against what he calls this abominable in-
novation of Castellio, whom he very much hated.
The new exposition found so much the more welcome
a reception from the Socinians, first from the acute
Enjeddin (not, as Maresius says, from Socinus him-
self), who undertook Castellio’s defence, and made
some severe animadversions on Beza, then from Crell,
Schlichting ;—subsequently from the Arminians, Gro-
tius, and Limborch; and, finally, the theologians of the
Roman Catholic and Evangelic churches appear in
its favour. Among the Roman Catholics the first
was the acute Ribera (1606, died 1614.). Both par-
ties, however, still evinced an unwillingness to im-

airiy (v, "Levdainy) ieeiy 4 cwrngiz, feiixsivar iwsddCire aglirer,
dvs Insiboy dviraCs edgxa, but, upon these there follows rome
words from which no meaning can be drawn.
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pugn the traditional exposition. Ribera says: liben-
tius fatebor non intelligere sensum Pauli, quam tot
Patrum explicationi contradicere. On the transla-
tors of Port Royal adopting the new version they
found themselves exposed to the censure of R. Simon
(see his Hist. des commentt. du N.T., p. 922.). The
praise of the most solid defence of this version is due to
Cameron. Since the middle of the 17th century, the
older exposition has been, in fact, the property of the
stricter Anti-Socinian polemics. See,among those of the
Reformed Church, Maresius, Hydra Socinianismi 11.
p- 522. ; among the Lutherans, Scherzer, Colleg. An-
tisocin. (1672), p. 396., Calov, Synopsis controvers.
(1685) p. 77.; but see, also, the Comm. of Seb. Schmid
and Chr. Wolf.

The proofs of the incorrectness of that older expo-
sition, are the following : 1.’ ExAauBdvecdus, with the
Gen., has the signification of :  to take hold of one by
a part of the bogll , especially by the hand, in order to
help him,” Wisd. iv. 11. Jerem. li. 32., hence the
Vulgate, more correctly than the Italic, has employed
apprekendit. But, on the other hand, this verb cannot
be understood of the assumption of human nature.*
2. "ExoufBdveras is in the Pres. ; upon which Kuingl
remarks: praesens vim Aoristi habet. The work of
redemption is rather considered as a work begun by
the incarnation of Christ, but still constantly advanc-
ing. However, if émAauCdieofos were explained of

& Theophylact and Oecumenius have endeavoured, in a
peculiar way, to unite the traditional dogmatical interpretation
with that agreeable to the usage of the language. They take
imiaapfavicdus in the sense of dpdorsodus, and Oecumenius
observes accordingly : 3 imidauPdvsras Inei 371 fpiis piv abedr
ipsdyousy of Evfgwaas & B Xpwris Biwxs, x. Jidxwy iplass, x. pld-
cas iwsddfivo, obx dyyirwy Qirsas Wgdlate b3 aviraPe, &’
@vfgwxivns.88 Daniel Heinsius, in his ¢ kxercitt, Sacr. p. 536.,”
protesses himself to be of this strange opinion, but inaccurately
quotes it as the exposition. of Chrysostom, and Justinian also.

as The imiAzpufdviTas means, that we tled from him, tut that Christ
»ursied, and, pursuing, overtook, and overtaking, laid hold 0:: he laid not
'wld of nor took up the nature of angels, but of men,
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the assumption of the human nature, the Aorist
or the Perfect must be employed. 3. “ To become
man” cannot be expressed by hauBdvew or dvarauBd-
veey Tobg dfgdwovg, moreven dvdzdimouvs yevéadou, such
a phrase necessarily demanding siv plow v dvdgdimwy
arahauCdviy (this word is frequently employed to de-
note the putting on of clothes), or dvbgwmog yevésdou—
and much less can imAauCiriodus, with the Gen., have
that signification. 4. This proposition with ydp is in-
tended to elucidate the proposition weréoye sognds xel
ajuaros, but that view of it would make it express an
idem {‘)er idem. There is a peculiar notion expressed
by Schulz, who takes ddsarog as the subject: * death
indeed does not seize angels but the children of men,
therefore the Redeemer was obliged to come to the
help of men.” ’EwiauCdvesdos denotes certainly a vio-
lent attack, for instance, of diseases (epilepsy), but, as
the natural subject of the phrase is precisely that per-
son whose redeeming efficacy is previously spoken of,
recourse should have been had to such a reference only
in the event of its being found impossible to bring out
a proper sense in any other way.

We have yet to inquire, Whence had Luther the
nomhere (nirgend) of his version? He has here—
for generally in his first undertakings in the New Tes-
tament, no less than in his translation of the Psalter,
he depended on the Vulgate—followed the Vulgate.
Now, the nusquam of that version seems to have been
thus introduced : 37 wov were read separately, mov ing
referred to a Biblical passage, Comp. ¢ wov, ver. .
¢ in no Biblical passage is it said that he, &c.” And
thus it is explained by Seb. Schmid and Coccejus.

But why have we onépuaros "APB;adu and not rav
dvbpima, which might have been expected as the na-
tural antithesis of dyy#hwv? As Bohme supposes,
omégpo. " ABpaciy might be put in the spiritual sense, so
that it would denote those genuine sons of Abraham
who had truly the word of prophecy before their eyes
(Rom. ix. 6, 7, 8.), and these are they who walk in
the footsteps of his faith (Rom.iv.12. Gal. iii. 8. 9.).
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Such a spiritual acceptation of the expression can not
have been far from the mind of our * Author, since he
transfers the predicates of the outward people of God
in the deepest sense to Christians, Comp. Aadg, ver.17.,
iv. 9., xii. 12, with 1 Peter ii. 9. Titus ii. 24.
Gal. vi. 16. But, in our passage the leading idea is
the corporeity of those to whose aid the Redeemer is
come. Now, that the writer actually confined the
Redemption to Israel may not be affirmed, because of
the Umig wavrés, ver. 9. It seems, therefore, most pro-
per to seek for the reason of this form of expression in
our Author’s having in view the promises fulfilled to
the seed of Abraham. On this very account, too, ex-
positors have been led to refer d7wov to Scripture pas-
sages.

Ver. 17. Here v and iv appear in the same rela-
tion as éxe/ and fie in ver. 14. The overcoming of
Satan mentioned in ver. 14. already presuEposed the
redemption and the redeeming death. The verse is
an explication of that presupposition. In order to
overcome Satan our Redeemer must be High-priest,
in order to be such He must be éAefuwy, and, that He
‘might be this, it was necessary for Him to be like His
brethren. On the realization of the order of Priest in
Christ, See App. II. ’EAefuwy may be construed with
dgxrepsds as an adjective, or, it may be taken by it-
self. The latter mode is preferable, because, otherwise,
the éAefuwr as well as the miorés would be placed in
connection with ré @pds vév @cdv; iAequwy refers to the
relation of Christ to the brethren, msrés to that to God,
who perfects the atonement in and through Christ.
8till, we must not take r& wpis riv Ozir as = 7pls Ocdv,
as Bengel appears to have done, Comp. v. 1. It be-
longs to the idea of a reconciler or mediator, that he
unite the interests of both parties in himself, that he
transpose himself in a lively manner into both. Ac-
cording to His divine nature, Christ bore in Himself
the consciousness of the claim of God on men at the
same time with that of His compassion towards them ;
He must, as man, feel the wants of men, and hence
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stand in their stead. Schleiermacher, Dogmatik 1. A.
II. 8. 290: ¢ Since Christ, in order to receive us into
the communion of His life, was obliged /o begin by en-
tering into communion with us—" 8. 291 : « So far
as the whole of Christ’s dealings and actions from the
beginning was conditioned by His suffering. that is, by
His sympathy with our guilt and punishableness.”
Should it be objected—If Christ could not have be-
come compassionate by any other means than through
areal participation in our nature, then is He more com-
passionate than God, it may be replied: “ God was
in Christ, and reconeiled the world to Himself.” It is
said in the parable, that the Father fell on the neck of
the lost Son, so, in like manner, has this taken place
in Christ. 'We have still to inquire, whether the dig-
nity of the High Priest be here conceived as one first
beginning in heaven (see on viii. 1.). The contrary
seems to be the case ; iAdoxsodas certainly appears to re-
fer to the Redemption completed upon earth. If,
however, ver. 18. be urged, we may say with Bleek,
that the Bondiows, which is mentioned as the conse-
quence of the wezovféias, is parallel to the iAaoxsodas,
and, if thisbe so, then indoxsodas refers to the interces-
sion by virtue of the Atonement completed upon earth.
On Aaée, see at ver. 16.

Ver. 18. The merciful sympathy of the New Tes-
tament High Priest had Yeen mentioned, ver. 17., not
without respect to the state of the community, their
struggles, their sorrows, and their consequent tempta-
tion to apostacy. This notion appears still more pro-
minently in the verse hefore us, wherein, from His
temptation in tribulation, the Author deduces the con-
sequence : “ that He is able to succour them that are
tempted.” This is more distinctly shown in ch. iv. 14
—16., which verses, let it be carefully remarked, ex-
actly continue the thread broken off at this passage,
for ch. iii. iv. must be regarded as an intervening Pa-
renesis. We think the sense of the verse cannot be
more beautifully given than in the language of Hutt.
rediv. 2 Ed. p. 273: ¢« In Christ God received a
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form for us, in the Son we recognise the Father, we
are able to Jove Him as a man, in our Brother God,
who reigns at all times over us, and who will one day
(even now) it on IJis throne to judge the world, we
confide in a heart which has experienced how the hu-
man heart feels amidst seductive pleasure, and how
amid the cares and anxieties of life.” ’Ev ¢ is gene-
rally regarded as a relative including a demonstrative,
& qﬁy—-—iv robrw élhvarou, as the Vulg.,, Luther, and also
philologists, such as Casaubon amd Valckenaer. But
Bohme, with great acuteness, has pointed out certain
reasons which compel us to regard it here as a causal
particle. Of these, the most worthy of remark are: 1.
‘We expect, from the very commencement, that the dis-
course will not turn upon a single suffering. nor a sin-
gle temptation, as if the [Bofd:ic were confined to a
distinct class of the @siseeauei ; and against such a no-
tion we have also iv. 15., weaeguoutvey xare wdvra.
2. As we should have, according to that view, a his-
torical relation of the suffering, we should expect the
Aorist évads, asinv. 8. xiii. %2. ; as the Perfect rather
points out the result of the ~ubjuare, that Christ is
one who has endured suffering, and the Part. of the
Aor. connected with it, assigns the modification under
which the maéquare befel him. ’Ev ¢J, therefore, will
be best translated by: in so far; the examples of
which from the Classics see in Bernhardy’s Syntax, p.
211.—Abrés in other passages, when in the casus rec-
tus, is always emphatic, so is it likewise here. Winer,
. 132.
P We have now to elucidate the dogmatical purport
of wergaeodfivas, as employed with reference to Christ.
In my Comm. on the Sermon on the Mount, Bib.
Cab. Vol. XX, I have stated that the signification of
wapaouis = magarigov implies, that a man is placed
in a state of choice, and, hence, may easily be brought
to fall. Castellio expresses this sense by periclitarndo.
If the sinlessness of the Redeemer is still to be main-
tained, then, as Ullmann, finally, and Hase, also, in
the 2d Ed. of his Life of Jesus, p. 67., has remarked,
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we can ascribe to Him no susceptibility of incitement
to evil, and this, as it would seem, negatives the
notion of choice. How then can we speak of a
@srzo007ves with respect to Him? Tt may be replied :
in so far as, in abstracto, the possibility of sinning in
the second Adam is no more to be excluded than it is
in the first, and every thing took place in Him, which,
if it had taken place in other children of Adam, would,
in them, have stirred up sin—as Schleiermacher, in
his Second Advent Sermon 1832, on Heb. iv. 15.,
expresses himself: ¢ His human soul had in every
thing the same susceptibility as our own; the opposi-
tion of liking and disliking, of joy and sorrow, as it is
found in our soul was also in His, and, in such oppo-
sition it was obliged to try its strength—that is, be
tempted. Every thing, therefore, which moves us in-
wardly, and in such a manner that thereupon sin
afterwards arises in us, moved Him also, but without
any ensuing of sin in Him.” But, in our opinion,
the notion of temptation is still more closely applicable
to the Redeemer, and we are not obliged to suppose
Him free from the pain of choice also. Let us
first inquire: of which mepuno/ does our author
speak ? Not of those in the wilderness, but of the
struggle with the sufferings of His last days and
hours; this is shewn by v. 7, 8.; and the object of
the writer was, from the wepaouoi of the Redeemer, to
draw consolation for Christians assailed by tribula-
tion ; hence, also, iv. 15., svuradijoos rai; dobeveioig
Auév.  Now, in these struggles of the Redeemer, there
was actually a pain of choice, not, indeed, between
what was agreeable to God’s will, and what was op-
posed to it, but between what was agreeable and what
was opposed to human nature, as capable of suffering.
‘Were not this the case, how could the Redeemer here
distinguish His will from that of His Father, and say:
“ Not my will but ¢thine be done ?” Suffering, in it-
self, without reference to the Divine Will, was not
His will ; and, as He chose it, He chose it only in so
far as, therein, He chose the will of God, and this suf-



186  WE MUST NOT BE LED ASTRAY BY [cn. 110

fering could not pass away without pains and struggles.
Bat, in such struggles sin could have no place, because,
1. The dread of suffering in human nature is not, in
itself, sinful ; 2. Because, considered under the form
of the Divine will, Christ straightway chose suffering.
As he says in John iv. 34 : that it is His meat fo do
the will of His Father, so was it also His meat fo suffer
it. But, in our opinion, in the wegaoués in the Wil-
derness, we must not think there was no pain of
choice. If we keep by the intimation of Luke iv. 13.,
and John xiv. 30., these two passages, apparently, go
to prove that Christ’s struggles, in the last days of
His sufferings, and those in the Wilderness, were of a
kindred nature, We find that the conflict in the
‘Wilderness, in general, is directed to the same object
as that in Gethsemane and Golgotha, in particular.
This is pot the place for a full explanation of the his-
tory of the temptation; thus much, however, we may
premise : The Redeemer, we conceive, declares, in the
three acts of temptation, concentrated, the three ten-
dencies wherein the Divine fulness of power imparted
to Him might have been abused (So also, recently,
Neander). Let us imagine another endowed with
this fulness of power; in him the temptation might
have arisen to seek, by means of it, pleasure, honour,
glory, and, to these three things refer the three temp-
tations. Had this taken place, Satan and not God
would have been served. Now, when the dread
of suffering in the human nature preferred, in-
stead of slowly pressing forward by the path of the
Thorns and the Cross to the rehsiwmg, to the éi€a and
g (v. 9. i1 9. xii. 2.), at once to become a par-
taker of glory, the preference shews nothing sinful;
on the contrary, human nature must flee the evil, and
seek the untroubled state. Sin would first have en-
tered when the evil had been regarded as the évrors
rob wargis, and yet been avoided. But, He who feeds
five thousand lives on alms, He who succoured all
others permits that it should be cried out to Him
while on the cross, that “ He can not help himself ;”
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He who—to employ the language of Claudius—bears
under the coat which was woven throughout the
thunder and lightning of heaven, and says Himself,
- that twelve legions of angels are at His command,
Matth. xxvi. 53., has not where to lay His head.
This is what the Redeemer chose instead of that
which Satan proffered Him ; and, if it cost Him a
struggle freely to embrace it, there was in that struggle
just as little sin as in the exclamation of the Christian
when, sighing under the burden of tribulation, he, at
the same time, cries out: ¢ Father, thy will be done,”
and : ¢ deliver us from all evil 1”

CHAPTER IIL

BY THFE FAITHFULNESS AND EXALTATION OF OUR
HIGH PRIEST LET US LAY FAST HOLD ON HIM,
OTHERWISE, IN SPITE OF THE GIFTS OF GRACE
WHICH WE HAVE ALREADY RECEIVED, THE SAME
FATE OF REPROBATION MAY COME UPON US WHICH
BEFEL THOSE IN THE WILDERNESS, WHO HAD
PREVIOUSLY OBTAINED SO GREAT FAVOUR,

Ver. 1—6. Behold Christ, who is as faithful to God
4;‘41- Moses mwas, and yet is exalted so high above
oses.

VER. 1. In our opinion, the context is especially con-
nected with the predicate @iorés in ii. 17. He re-
mained mords in the mingacuoi, therefore the com-
munity must look upon Him in order to become so
likewise. KAjjoig expresses a Pauline idea. At éxou-
gdviog the question arises, whether it mean that which
descends from heaven (vi. 4. xii. 26.), or, that which
leads to heaven? The same question has been pro-
posed at Phil;pp. iii. 14., on 7 dvw xAf g sol Ocol. As
the object of the x2.jais there has been proposed
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aivmog Zwh, 1 Tim. vi. 12, and, in our Epistle
ix. 15., the aidvog xAneovowic. Compare érzis rig
adoews, Eph. i. 18. This reference, too, answers
a paraenetic purpose, that is, to venture the earthly for
the heavenly, comp. x. 34: v éprayriv rdv bmagyir-
Ty Upiv pweres yopdls wgogedilasts, yvaoxuvres Exay tav-
roiy wpeirrove Umapkw év obpavels xel pévoveav, This
passage contains the only example of the predicate é
dwéororog applied to Jesus, and has given rise to the
puzzling question: “ In what passage of the New
Testament is Jesus numbered among the Apostles ”
The opinion generally current justifies the expression
by those passages in John wherein it is said, that the
Father has sent the Son into the world (dtoreiier),
John iii. 34. v.36. vi.29. x.36. Comp. also John
xx. 21.. Theodoret compares, likewise, Gal. iv. 4.
And, as, elsewhere, the Apostles call themselves dicxo-
vor w0l @0 xad £éiv dyiwy, so Paul calls Christ diczovog,
Rom. xv. 8., comp. Gal. ii. 17. Supposing this view
of the passage to be the true one, there arises another
question: whether daiorohos relate here to Moses,
and dgysegels to Aaron, or, whether doxsegsis must be
regarded as involving the idea of dwésroros? An at-
tempt has been made, as by Jac. Cappell, to shew
that the predicate dxéororos is as applicable to Aaron
as that of deyeeelc to Moses. I must confess that the
passages quoted do not appear to me sufficient to jus-
tify the use of the predicate 6 dwéarorog vfjc duoroyiag
nudyv as applied to Christ. ’A@isroros, without any
addition, is constantly employed to designate the dxdés-
rohos o0 Xgiorol ; if it were intended to point out
Christ, in contradistinction to them, as the immediate
dmieroros roii Oeol, it would have been necessary to in-
timate this, in some way or other ; for instance by an
adjective, such as o or odgdiviec. And we may add,
that, in this construction, where the Sacerdotal dignity
alone of Christ is the matter in question, we do not
expect such a predicate. But, if the expression were
employed to compare Jesus with Moses, wherefore the
addition of doyrezeds, and why not the expression
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6 wgopAirne, which is more frequently used of Moses?
These reasons oblige us to look around for some other
explanation. The first writer, so far as we know, who
pointed out a suitable explanation was Braun in his
Commentary. The same view was subsequently de-
fended by Deyling, in the Observv. Sacr. t. 1., Sachlin,
in a learned treatise in the Thes. nov. phil. theol. II.
p- 964., Schottgen, Wolf, Wetstein, and Stuart. Ac-
cording to the Talmud, the High Priest, on the Feast
of Atonement, was sanctioned by a fixed formula to
appear before God as the mediator of the people, and,
as such, received the name of ambassador, i; e. repre-
sentative of the Synedrium, 7 %3 n?bw.. Ot
this we are informed by the Cod. Joma, which de-
scribes the different rites of the feast of expiation.
The supposition of an allusion to this rite would yield
us in so far an advantage as it would enable us easily
to explain the connection of d@wdororos and deyseoeic.
But, it is re%uisite to determine the signification of
éwohoyie in order to obtain a complete insight into the
sense of the expression. The Vulgate, Luther, Schulz,
de Wette, and Wahl, have retained the signification
confession, and taken itin the wider sense of religion ;
the. Italic has constitutio, probably in the sense of lex,
statutum ; Chrysostom explains it by: 7¢ aiorews. On
the other hand, Camerarius bas referred to the sense
of league, covenant ; and the Dutch Federal Theology
decided, after the example of Coccejus, universally,
for the meaning stipulatio. The signification cove-
nant, promise, has lately found a defender in Titt-
mann: “Remarks on the Syronimes of the New
Testament,” Biblical Cabinet, Vol. 1II. We, in
like manner, think ourselves obliged to decide in
its favour. In our opinion, it is much more con-
venient to refer dgxsegsbc, an expression of a kindred
meaning with wediryg, to a covenant than to a confes-
sion ; and, from iv. 14, as well as x. 23., this signifi-
cation appears the most suitable. ‘Ouchrvyie, like
diadhzn, denotes 7rig éml xpeirroow imayyshioug vevopodia
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enres viil, 6., hence, x. 23., duohoyia 7iig éAwidos. The
notion of dixdfxn and that of émayyeAias are indeed
closely connected, Wisdom xviii. 22. Ecclus. xliv. 11.
And, very remarkably, this same expression, ¢ uéyxs
dgsiepets Thg dwohoying, is found in Philo 1. I. De
somn., in Mangey t. I. p. 654. There, it is true, s
oworoyimg is wanting in Cod. Med., and Mangey has,
in his usual manner, and without one word of explana-
tion, founded a conjecture upon this circumstance, that
the word has been transplanted thither, by some co-
pyist, from the Epistle to the Hebrews. Whether the
reading be genuine or not, the signification of covenant
alone must be adopted in that passage, as the word is

unaccompanied by a pronoun. Now tkat I'J"?W sig-

nified delegate, i. e. deputy, representative of the com-
munity; just as we find in other combinations, also, the

term r_!?sw decidedly with this signification. The sense

of the passage would then be: Christ the representative
and High-priest of the covenant concluded with God ;
and dxéororog would not differ in sense from weaivng
and éyyvoes, vii. 22. It has been objected to this ex-
position, that the term, in this sense, belongs to the
usage of a later period, and that, in the rite alluded to,
the dxéororos was chosen by men, while here, ver. 2.,
God appears as the appointer. But, with respect to
the latter remark, it may be replied: that God has
chosen the representative of men from among them-
selves; and, as to the forms, a doubt may certainly be
entertained with regard to the time at which the rites
given in the Cod. fbma were recorded. At any rate,
they belong to a period anterior to the destraction of
the temple, consequently, if the rite be founded upon a
genuine tradition, so is also the name. And, besides,
the name, as we have shewn, was elsewhere in use
with the signification of representative.  'We conceive,
therefore, that this exposition has been sufficiently es-
tablished.

Ver. 2. It appears that this comparison of Christ
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with Moses occurred to our Author nierely by the way,
from a remembrance of the Old Testament pa.ssaﬁe,
Numbers xii. 7., wherefore, in ver. 3—6., he immedi-
ately makes the reader remark, that the equality in
faithfulness of these two does not involve their equality
in respect of dignity. Ilosi, according to the usage in
Greek, as well as in Hebrew, fo appoint, Comp. Keu-
chen on Acts ii. 36,, Elsner on Mark iii. 14., Carpzov
on the passage before us. Comp. namely, 1 Sam. xii.
6. wdgrus abgrog 6 morong Tiv Mawvshiv xei T *Acpdy.
Bleek, who doubts whether woew rnve may ever stand
absolutely for appoint, would take, in opposition to Ge-
senius, the nwy of that passage in the sense of create.

The declaration respecting Moses is quoted in tkat form
in which we find 1t in Numbers xii. 7. A question
of great importance to the understanding of the passage,
ver. 6., is, whether airol refer to God, to worfoug, or to
Christ, to whom the preceding a:irév refers. In the Old
Testament passage, certainly, the pronoun is used with
reference to God ; as our author, in like manner, at x._
21., speaks of the olxog ol @07 ; and, hence, all exposi-
tors have given it the same reference here. But, reasons
of considerable weight might be adduced to shew that
the writer wished, in this place, to denote the house as
a house of Christ, in the same way as it is declared in
ver. 3. 4. and 6. Boihme has given this as a conjec-
ture. 'We should, if we adopteg this view, be obliged
to read, ver. 6., rov ofxov @700, as we find it in the
Plantinian and Erasmian editions, and, to the external
reasons for aire in ver. 6., there might be added some
internal grounds also. But, as something may be urged
against this supposition, and nothing compels us to it,
we shall drop it, after the example of Boshme. We
may remark, respecting olxo¢, that it ‘means, in the Old
Testament passage, and also in this application of it,
Jamily, race; hence, too, moric, in the Old Testament
context, has a superlative signification, see Ewald,
Kritische Grammatik, sec. 302. If prominence wag
given in ver. 3. and 4. to the proper meaning House,
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the transition from the Metonymical to the proper
sense was 80 much the more easy, as, in the Old Tes-
tament, the Metonymy is carried still further, and : o
build a house” is of the same import as: * to found a
family.” Ruth iv. 11.

Ver. 3. The reason of the call to xaraviv already
exists in the participial predicate miorér Gvra, yet, the
yag brings forward a new reason drawn from the dig-
nity of Christ. As all Divine revelation belongs to the
Logos, as the God manifest, so, the establishment of
the Old Testament economy is referred to Him. In
like manner, John xii. 41. 1 Cor. x. 4., rest upon the
same view. Hence, while Christ, in whom the Logos
became man, is the founder of the Old Testament eco-
nomy, Moses belongs to it simply as an individual, and,
consequently, stands far below Christ.

Ver. 4. En locum—thus does Abresch commence his
exposition of this verse—qui vir dici {l)otest quantum
torserit interpretes. The declaration has appeared so
singular and difficult to many, that some Codd., men-
tioned by Matthii, entirely omit @ds yde — rivée.—
First, let us remark, that the verse has been impro-
perly included by Carpzov, Knapp, and Vater, in a
parenthesis ; the argument goes on to ver. 5.—Accord-
ing to the exposition current since the time of the
Greek Fathers the declaration would be a dictum pro-
bans for the divinity of Christ, and belong indeed to
those passages in which Christ is called (not ¢ ©:6;)
©ciz.  But what, in that case, would be the argument
of the Apostle? The answer depends upon this, whe-
ther we refer ra wdira to the institutions for salvation
spoken of before—taking rd in a demonstrative sense,—
as the expositors of the Keformed Church do, or, to the
universe, as Theodoret, Theophylact, and the Luther-
an interpreters have taken it. Some conceive that
there is here a syllogism, to which the conclusio must
be supplied ; according to others the propositio minor is
wanting. Piscator gives the syllogism thus: s, qui
condidit domum Dei, est deus — atqici Christus condidit
domum Dei,—ergo Christus est %eus, el per conse-




CH. III.] PRIEST, LEST WE BECOME REPROBATF. 193

quens major est Mose. It were better, if we adopt this
view, to say: ¢ Some one mustbe the founder of every
house, now, he that builds up the whole Old and New
Testament edifice is no other than God.” According
to the acceptation common among the Lutherans, which
was known also to Theophylact, and, as it appears, to
Theodoret, the conclusion is this: “ A house—and
Moses was designated as part of a house, and, of course
can be here named a house—is made, but he who s
not made, but himself makes all, and, consequently,
created Moses also, he is God.” 1In support of this
exposition Jac. Cappell and Bengel come forward with
a demonstrative acceptation of ¢ éz: ““ but this one—
Christ, who made all things, is God,” certainly against
every principle of grammar, for. in that case, the article
before ré wdvra could not have been wanting: 6 ré adira
raracrevdoac, These two viewsscarcely deserve a parti-
cular confutation. Socinian, and Socinianising theolo-
gians. as Sykes and Peirce, have attempted, from pole-
mical motives, to give other expositions equally violent.
That explanation which has, in recent times, been most
approved of" we ourselves adopt, and will endeavour
to establish in the following manner. As the '3

SR'\&)’ in the Old Testament was always designated
as"n"] ﬂ’ ma, the reader, even though acquainted with
the idea Whi;h referred back the divine revelations in
the Old Testament economy to the ‘,’.'l R'l?:,’p, might

certainly have been struck by the circumstance, that
Christ, without farther notice, should be pointed out as
thefounderof that community. Asifin explanation, the
Author adds : “Some one, as an instrument, must found
a building, although God must ever be acknowledged
as the highest founder of all things.” Paul express-
es himself in a manner very similar, 1 Cor. xi. 12,
@omes yag 0 yu éx rol dvdpdc, oUrw nel 6 ovip B 77 g
wvenigt t& O0c wdvra éa roj ©:d, Comp. ver. 3. ib.

et it still remains something singular, certainly, that
r1v6; stands co isolated and indefinite.

0
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Ver. 5.—Christ’s exaltation above Moses is shewn
from yet another side. According to Numbers xii. 7.,
the latter is digdwwr, and he is deodrwy with relation to
the future institution for salvation. Christ is, by ac-
knowledgment, Son,—this material contrast is for-
mally expressed by the counter-position of the preposi-
tions iv and éx/. @sgdwan, which is well renderes by the
Vulgate: famulus, and employed also in Wisdom x.16.,
and applied to Moses, corresponds more to the éraioc,
while doiAog = oixérn;, see Ammonius, ed. Valck. p.
69. Itis singular that most interpreters have impro-
perly referred Aarndngiueva to revelations which Moses
was still to receive. The Peshito itself translates ex-
pressly : ¢ what by his mediation (cy,.0) should be
revealed;” Ambrosius, De Josepho, c. 6. 10., cites even:
quae dicta essent, instead of : quae dicenda erant, ac-
cording to which we should have been obliged so to
conceive the matter as if that honorary predicate had
been conferred upon Moses before the reception of his
revelations, with reference to his future deportment.
This, however, would be an assumption destitute of
all foundation. When we remember what is said
chap. viii. 5. ix. 8. 23. x. 1., we shall believe, no
doubt, that the Aarndncbusva are the Christian revela-
tions (ii. 3.), which were indicated by the arrange-
ments of the Mosaic worship.

Ver. 6. —The Copula may be merely supplied, or,
what is better, mioré; éor. Down to the most recent
times, there has been a diversity of opinion among
interpreters whether we should read airof, or avrod.
The gfulgate has: ix domo sua, while the Italic: in
domo ejus. When it is urged against the reflective, that
it is precisely the term vidg which brings out the princi-
pal J}oint, namely, that of the dependance, it is re-
plied, with a reference to Gal. iv. . 2, 7., that the
notion viés includes the xAngovou/w. Perhaps the fol-
lowing reason may be more striking. If, with these
interpreters, we do not refer airob in ver. 5. and 2. to
Cluist, then the former adrol and this abred, in ver. 6.,
would form an antithesis not less strong than the pre-
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positions ¢v and é7i. But, in this case also, we should,
in ver. 6., expect another word, such as /dr0s. Instead of
the rec. of, we find in the Latin translations, and in
the Latin patres éc, which Bengel, from his predilection
for the authority of the Latin version, decidedly pre-
fers, notwithstanding that neither Cod. 4.,—the agree-
ment of which- with the Latin version he made a
criterion in the Gnomon, 2. A., of the genuineness of a
reading, nor any other auxiliary accords with this
reading, except the Cod. Clarom., from his partiality
for which Beza, likewise, has adopted &g, and three
Codd. Minusc., although the first, from the second hand
too, reads ¢f. The external reasoms, of course, quite
preponderate in favour of of ; for Cod. D., from its
adherence to the Latin version, and also from its
adoption of glosses (See, immediately below, ézov in
ver. 9.), has no great weight. There exists a gramma-
tical suspicion, indeed, against of, namely, the want of
the article before ofxog, which a grammatically instruc-
ted Copyist has added in only one Cod., according to
Matthiii. We do not intend to vindicate the want of
the article from the fact, that it is equally wanting in
passages of Luke and Paul, where the definite nature
of the subject necessarily demands it, e. g. Luke x.
29., 36.; Eph. i. 10, when explained accord-
ing to Riickert. But, we might inquire with Bohme,
whether it must not necessarily be wanting here 2
Since precisely, according to the connection of
our passage, 6 ofxos @0 denotes the Old and New
Testament economy as a whole, and it might, con-
sequently, have caused some confusion, if, imme-
diately following upon this, the N. T. Theocracy
had been called directly 6 ofxog 7ol ©:05, comp., ac-
cordingly, @coli oixodoun éors, 1 Cor. iii. 9. Should
this reason be thought unsatisfactory, an appeal may
be made to examples where it is wanting to the Pre-
dicale after a preceding relative. The passages, in-
deed, in which these are found, are not sufficiently
convincing, xi. 10. Ae rexprirng  xei Onuiougyds 6
@sbe ; Ps. exliv. 15.: of xigiog 6 Ocdg avrel. Oincg Tolf
Oud, rabs roi @l are employed in speaking of the
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Christian community, 1 Tim. iii. 15. 1 Peter ii. 5.;
iv. 17. Eph. ii. 21.; 2 Thess. ii. 4. Rev. iii. 12,
comp. 1 Cor. iii., 16. 2 Cor. vi 16. Now this house
of God is here called a house of Christ, in the first
place, because He is the foundation of it, and, secondly,
because in Him the building is framed together and
groweth, Eph. ii. 20. 21. ; 1 Cor. iii. 11. As Paul,
when he puts forward any elevated declarations to the
Churches, is wont to connect his warning propositions
with e/rep and ¢/ys, Rom. viii. 9. 1 Peter ii. 3. Col. i.
23., so our author employs édv, which Lachmann has
adopted, or édvrsp ver. 14.; vi. 3, and, in the wavering
state of the community such was the more necessary.
‘What he wishesthem to hold fast is faitk and hope, and,
in the same way, wisris and éAxig are connected 1 Peter
i. 21. Tagéneia as to matter==iméoras, ver. 14., wAnzo-
Pogiau Tig (sic.) wiorsws, X, 22. Hope, according to the
Christian notion, is Faitk with a particulardirection,that
is, while faith is the holding fast the reality of the pre-
sent and future invisible world, hope is the joyful con-
fidence which arises from that holding fast the future
world, the certainty of participation in the Bxae/a riig
d3s&%s, and hence hope and joy are correlative ideas,
Rom. xii. 12.; 2 Cor. iii. {2. Here also xuiynue
expresses joy, triumphant joy ; a parallel passage is
found Rom. v. 2.: xavywuedo éx’ éamidr Tiig di&ng ol
@:wi. Wahl, by an accurate distinction of sensus and
significatus has, for the most part with reason, diminish-
ed the number of meanings in the N. T. Lexicons;
but, under xavxnue he has improperly omitted the
signification gavdium, which Bretschneider has re-
ceived into his Dictionary. That Luther’s: ¢ Rukm”
(glory, boasting), and: * sick riihmen” (to boast) are
not quite suita%le. we often feel in reading the Pauline
Epistles, particularly the second Epistle to the Corin-
thians. The LXX. clearly shews that xaix7ars, accord-
ing to Hellenistic usage, was equivalent to &yaAAixore,
which latter, accordingly, in one Cod., 1 Thess ii. 19.,
stands instead of xaty7zeois. In the Aramaic, also,
5w has not merely the signification gloriatus
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est, but also laelatus est. Kaiynua, for which the Attic
writers have xadynasg, is here, as it is in2 Cor. v 12.
Active, as ppovnua is= pedvnerg, Buttmann, Ausfithrl.
Gramm. ii. 315. In Pindar it so occurs, Isthm. v. 65:
xabynuo AardCosys oy : ‘¢ water glorying by si-
lence,” that is, that it may spring up so much the more
luxuriantly.—Ca.og, not only here, but. throughout all
the New Testament, occurs as an adjective of three
terminations, ver. 14. ; vi. 19.; ix. 17.; Rom. iv. 16.;
2 Cor.i. 7. From the predilection of the Attics for
communia it is used more frequently by them as a
commune : but still it is often found as an adjective of
three endings. See the Rem. on Thomas Mag. ed. Bern.
p- 149. In Heb. ix. 12. we find also aiwvizr. Examples
ofthereference of the adjective, asin thispassage, accord-
ing to its genders, not to the substantive immediately
preceding xadynua, but, to éAwis are found likewise in
classical writers, although more frequently in the poets
than the prose writers. Matthid, §. 141. 2. c. There
yet remains, the question, whether wéxpr ridoug refer to
Télo; @y wdvrwy, the reappearance of Christ, or to the
réidog of every individual, a question which may like-
wise be asked respecting Matth. x. 22.; xxiv. 13. 1
Cor. i. 8. Rev. ii. 26. The assertion propagated in
more recent times, that Paul distinctly expected the
reappearance of our Lord during his own life, has
been lately modified by Usteri ang others, who think
that he looked for this when he wrote the Epistles to
the Thessalonians, but that, subsequently, Phil. i. 21
—24., he became doubtful respecting it, and, finally,
2 Tim. iv. 6. et seq., altogether resigned this expectation.
Were this assertion correct, we should not, merely on
that account, be entitled to assume that the disciples of
Paul participated in his opinion. And, moreover, the
assertion, not to mention other reasons inst it, is
weakened by the express declaration of the Apostle,
2 Thess. ii. 2. &c., that the day of the Lord was not
to be immediately ‘expected, various events were pre-
viously to take place ; and, if, with many, we under-
stand by xarixws, the Apostle himself, then it is ex-
pressly dec that he would not survive until the
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day of the Lord. The communicative manner of ad-
dress must be admitted in 1 Cor. xv. 51. (according to
the rec.), and in 1 Thess. iv. 17, for, if it be not, we
should be forced to adopt the absurd notion, that Paul
knew with certainty, that, for some years, no Christian
would die in Corinth or Thessalonica. But, according
to Lachmann’s text, and also the text. rec. explain-
ed by Riickert, or as Billroth, Olshausen, and Winer
(p- 612.) explain it, Paul says directly, that some, or
even all, would die. Compare the article on Hegel's
doctrine of the resurrection in the Evang. K. Z., 1834.
No. 12, 8. 94. As Christ, on the one hand, had
admonished them to look every moment for His reap-
Eearance, and, on the other, declared that no one

new the hour of His coming, so the Apostles were
convinced that He might, and desired that He skould
come very soon, without, however, fixing any thing
respecting the articulus temporis.  According to this
we must expound x. 25, 37’.)(:)’;' our Ep., comp. x. 25.
‘We, therefore, explain wéygs rédoug in this passage, quite
indefinitely, of the end (é]‘ the season of conflict ; and
we regard 1 Peteri. 9. 2 Tim. i. 12., as, in substance,
saying the same thing. This termination of the season
of conflict approaches, for some, at the end of the indi-
vidual, for otEers, at the end of the whole race. Bleek
remarks : “ It is in general; until hope shall find its
object, its complete ent.”

Ver. 7—19.—Lay the threatening to heart, which is
pronounced in Ps. xcv. 7. &ec., that the unbeliever
and the disobedient cannot see God’s rest.

Ver. 7—Unbelief and apostacy were chiefly to be
apprehended in the community (ver. 12 ; x. 22, 25),
and, hence the exhortation is directed against these,
comp. the mention of &mioria, ver. 18.19, ; iv. 2. Al-
ready had the community received numerous blessings,
but these had served only to render many among them
secure, vi. 4—8. The author works against this per-
nicious security, by setting before them a terrible ex-
ample. The Kathers, who had, during the Exodus
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from Egypt, seen such manifold wonders of God's
grace, and had ten times tempted Him, yet without
obeying His voice, were, at last, excluded from the
land of promise; so, notwithstanding numerous in-
stances of God's grace, many of the community might
lose the heavenly Canaan (c. iv.). The Old Testa-
ment fact is applied in a manner exactly corresponding
by Paul, 1 Cor. x. 1—11. The Author might have

ronounced this warning, in reference to the threaten-
ings, Deut. i. 34., but, as a Psalmist had already held
up these threatenings before kis generation, the writer
prefers introducing them in the words of that Psalmist,
and refers them, not to David, indeed, who is said to
be the Author of them by the tradition of the LXX.
(comp. iv. 7.), but to the auctor primarius Scripturae
Sacrae, the wvlua dyiov, because the latter, as Calvin
says : longe plus afficiendis animis valet, quam si Da-
videm nomine citaret.

Let us now consider the different views of expositors
regarding the construction. According to Calvin, Pis-
cator, Grotius, Carpzov, and Valckenaer, the words
from xadiic to the end of the 11th verse should be in-
cluded in brackets, so that BAéwsre, in ver. 12., would
fall to be connected with &6 in ver. 7.; a collocation
for which Abresch, particularly adduces this reason,
that we should expect 8¢, or some other particle, to be
employed along with SAérere. Bat, in opposition to
this, it may be remarked, that, in xii. 25., BAéese is
used by itself, to introduce an admonition. Béhme
considers it as certain, that the proposition, ver. 12.,
is the concluding proposition to xaduis. Kuinél, on
the contrary, after the example of some older writers,
supposes that the author appropriates the words of
Scripture as his own : % Wherefore,—that I may let
the Scripture speak,—harden, &c.” To us it appears
. preferable to regard this proposition as one of those on
which the Apodosis, as it can be supplied from the
Antecedent, falls of itself. It would have run thus:
w9 oxAnzlvers vog xapdias Uudv (comp. ver. 13.). This
view may the more readily be adopted, because of the
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length of the citation introduced by xadu:, and, be-
cause, precisely after xadws in shorter citations (Rom.
xv. 3. 21. 1 Cor. i. 31.; ii. 9.), as well as in other
cases (Mark xv. 8. 1 John iii. 12. 2 Cor. iii. 13.),
the Apodosis must be supplied from the preceding
context. In such cases the Greeks and Latins com-
bine the Apodosis and Prothesis into one proposition,
8 usage which has been placed by Matthii, Ana-
coluthis, under the Anacoluthia, but by Kriiger, in his
excellent treatise on Attraction, §. 31., it bas been
more correctly reckoned among the Attractions.

Ver. 8.—Comp. Exodus xvii. It has been contend-
ed by Michaelis, especially, that wapawixpasuéc and
wugaouds, are, in the LXX., designations of places, as
the Greeks also, on other occasions (as Philo Byblius,
in the translation of Sanchoniathon), were used to
translate the significant Eastern nomina propria into
Greek. Still, not only has Rosenmiiller, among the
expositors of the Psalms, not acknowledged this in
the Greek translators, but de Wette has rendered
the Hebrew: “ as on the day of the temptation.”
There is no doubt that the Psalmist employed the
words in the Hebrew text as nomina propria. The ob-
servation of Kuinol, that the addition D§'3 shews the

contrary, I do not understand, comp. ‘1‘]@ Dv’;

Isa. ix. 3, DY DM, Ezek. xxx. 9. With

respect to the LXX., on the other hand, we may en-
tertain a doubt, although the opinion of Michaelis
seems to be correct.

Ver. 9.—O05 referred back to fgnuog—3imov, which is
given by one Scholion, and adopted by the Cod. Cla-
rom. Ilepclev, even when employed by men in re-
ference to God, has the meaning assigned to it at ii.
18.; by means of mistrust and unbelief, men think
they can place God in a situation in which His impo-
tence will be made manifest. AoxsudZen, in like man-
ner, is here selected in the bad and accessory sense, for
the sake of the parallelism with segden ; still 173,
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to which it corresponds, occurs Mala.chi ii. 10, 15,
and, without the parallelism, = N{), and so also

Soxsuctlew, Wisdom i. 3., comp. Bauermeister on the
age. Knapp and Vater, pointing according to the
ebrew, have placed a colon before édoxiuacav; but

, neither Breitinger, in the LXX., nor Griesbach, bas
adopted this punctuation. According to the Hebrew
punctuation the adversative signification of xai comes
more distinctly forward ; xai corresponds, in this pas-
sage, to the Hebrew 23 although, and occurs with

this import in classical writers, especially in parenthe-
tical use. Wolf on Demosth. Adv. Lep. p. 238.
Stallbaum on Apol. Socr. p. 53. Moreover, very
weighty testimonies are in favour of the reading o6
smeipooay i wariges budw év Soxipacic,

Ver. 10, 11.—The &, in ver. 11., must not be
taken in the disjunctive sense of d&»Ad (which it in-
deed never bears), for, in this place, it bas a conjunc-
tive signification, and hence the LXX., following
the Hebrew more closely, have given xai. 'Q¢ here,
and at iv. 3., with the werb. fin., is employed in the
sense so that (Mark iv. 27. does not belong to this
class of meanings). Perhaps the rare occurrence of
this meaning has occasioned the reading ofs of the
Vulgate. ‘Q¢ and wors = as, and so as, are both em-
ployed with the infinitive, and with the verb. fin. to
denote the effect, result. See Passow, p. 1129. No. 3.
Winer p. 277. 299. The Canon, that d¢ alone, is
employed to mark intention, cor: result, is incorrect as
respects both Particles. See, in reference to dors,
Bremi, in the Appar. ad Demosth. 1. p. 413.—Ei is
the Hebrew formula of adjuration £

Ver. 12.—There is here stated, more especially. what

was the cause of the destruction of that race, namely,
unbelief. The genitive dmoriag is placed by the
adjective womed, elsewhere, particularly by parti-
ciples and Adject. verb., to denote the cause from
which any thing proceeds, 2 Peter ii. 14., according
to Cod. AC. 1 Cor. ii. 13. James i. 13., in which cases

T P
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the older Praxis talked of an ellipse of the &=é, See
Bos, Ellips. ed. Schagfer, p. 749.—On w# with the
future following it, in classical writers, see Matthid, p.
998. In the New Testament, comp. Col. ii.3.; and
Winer, p. 445. ’E» points out the expression in which
the unbelief reveals itself. The predicate Zav, in op-
position to the un @uess dvrsg :0/, Gal. iv. 8., denotes
the God who shows himself operative in life, and hence
the real God, and is, therefore, of a kindred meaning
with iszyqc, iv 12., and with dandnég, 1 Thes. i. 9.
Here, perhaps, it was selected for the same reason as
at x. 31, and iv. 12, in order to indicate that this real
God will likewise realise His threatenings. The same
allusion is contained in the predicate of God’s being

the living God in the usual formula of an oath, 1 '7!5,

Jer. v. 2. .

Ver. 13.—Christian watchfulness alone can preserve
us from such a fall ; and no man must, in this matter,
consider himself alone, for then self-deception is near,
but all must mutually regard one another, xii. 15.; x.
24. That thissin has an ensnaring power (ggrvaTarg),
80 that the understanding is led astray by it, Rom. vii.
11. Ephes. iv. 22 James i. 22. 26. "And, indeed,
this mutual admonition must take place while it is
called fo-day. Now this has either the meaning:
¢ 80 long as that to-day of the Psalm is called to you”
(so Bohme and Kuinol understand it), or: *“so long as
the predicate lo-day is called i. e. used” (so Luther,
Bexa, Bleek), i. e. so long as your earthly life endures
(iv. 7.). And, as the danger is every day renewed,
80 must we give heed xad &xdormy nuigay, and so
much the more as the period at which this call ceases
for3t7he individual and for the whole race is at hand,
x. 37.

Ver. 14.—This hardening would have forus effects
8o much the more pernicious as God has shewn so
much grace as to send Christ to us, vi. 4.; x. 26.
Mirocor roli Xpiarod, like vi. 4., [l.iroxgl mvsbparog cyiov.

O Xgrordg the sum of all the Christian blessings, on

.
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which account we do not find é '1n5%, which is else-
where employed by the Author, Gal. iii. 27.; Phil.
iii. 8. Theoph.: «drw weréixyoner adrol dg sdme xeparie,
Teydvapey must be translated, not as a present, but, as
a perfect, the intention being to give prominence to
the value of that which we have received through
Christ. In the other passages, also, where it occurs, it
is most correctly translated by the perfect, v. 11.; vii.
16.; xi. 8.; xii. 8. The conditional proposition with
édyeg is like ver. 6.  On Umioraas see at xi. 1., and
compare waiinia, ver. 6. In 7 doxn ris broordawg
there is as little of a Hypallage as there is in ix. 2.;
&g/ must be taken as a concrete, it corresponds with
wewry wioric, 1 Tim. v, 12. Comp. Rev. ii. 4. The
first faith of the community was a thoroughly self-
denying devotion to Christ, vi. 10.; x. 32. Miyp
rédous forms a beautiful antithesis to &gx#, comp. on
ver. 6., Bengel : initium—usque ad finem, xii. 2.
vi. 11.  Ckristianus quamdiu non est seveAsiwuivog,
habet se pro INCIPIENTE ; resembling this is rd rilog
TH¢ wiorswg, 1 Peter i. 9., in so far as, in that e,
the signification reward, is not adopted, but end, which
alone is the correct meaning, On the feminine ter-
mination of BiBai¢ comp. at ver. 6.

Ver. 15.—There is a g.iversity of opinion respecting
the grammatical construction of the words of this verse.
Chrysostom remarks, xad’ UaepCarév éors Toiro, that is,
he thinks ver. 16--19. are to lse taken parenthetically,
and the commencement of chap. iv., oBndausr odv, to
be joined with év ¢ Aéycofos,—and, in this, he is fol-
lowed by Grotius and Valckenaer. Carpzov, Rosen-
miiller, Heinrichs, Kuinol, and Winer (p. 496) re-
gard o7uspos—dxobons as the words of the Psalmist,and,
on the other hand, w# oxAnglvnre as the admonition of
the writer. According to Bengel, Peirce, Chr, Schmid,
Abresch, and Knapp ver. 14. should be inclosed in
brackets, and év v Aéyeofos be connected with 7uga-
xareirs 3 while, by the Vulgate, Luther, Calvin, and
Beza, ver. 15. is connected immediately with ver. 14.,
as Beza translates: interim dum dicitur, i. e. quamdiu
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haec vox personat. Of the views we have mentioned,
this seems to be the most worthy of adoption. 1t is
true a particular emphasis would then be laid upon the
idea: s0 long as, so that we might expect fwg ércv or
x5 o5, whilst & imports merely by, comp. viii. 13.,
#v 77 foydry cdheiyys, 1. Cor. xv. 52, 8till, we should
have agreed to this connection of propositions, if a pre-
ferable one, first proposed by Bohme, did not present
itself; according to it, ver. 16. is regarded as the con-
cluding proposition of ver. 15., and ydg as a particle
in the interrogation, as it occurs particularly in inter-
rogations of surprise. See Hermann on Viger, p. 829.
Hartung, i. 478. < When it is said : to-day, &c.—
what manner of persons were they who, after they had
heard God’s word, revolted?” This connection of
propositions is strongly supported by the circumstance,
that it gives a sense very appropriate to the context.
The writer, in ver. 14., brouglint forward, as the ground
of his warning against them hardening themselves, that
Christians have received so great blessings. It might
have been objected, that, for this very reason, a falling
away was the less to be expected from them. He re-
Elies, ““ does not the language of the Psalmist, which
bring before you, refer precisely to such rebels
against God as He had, with a mighty arm, conducted
out of the land of bondage ? and to whom do the an-
ger and wrath of God apply ? to the very same per-
gons, when they had fallen into unbelief'; consequently,
we are not placed in security by the grace which we
may have ourselves experienced.” comp. Rem. on ver.

Ver. 16.—The exposition here will be very different
from ours, if we take, as Oecum. and Theophylact, as
well as the Vulgate, and, after it, Luther iave done,
rég as pron. indef., and dANd as implying a limitation,
Tnig would then relate to the six hundred thousand
who fell in the wilderness, ot «dire; to those who

. were, on the muster, found under twenty years of age,
the Women and Levites, and especially to the two
persons, Caleb and Joshua, to whom it was vouchsafed
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to enter into Canaan, as Paul, also, 1 Cor. x. 5., for
the sake of these two exceptions, says only: oix &
roi; wAeioarv adraw eddoxnoev 6 Oség. 13ut the strongest
argument against this view of the passage is its com-
plete opposition to the object of the Author, which is to
shew the magnitude of the divine punishment. Ac-
cording to our exposition, riec must be written as an
interrogative pronoun, and, likewise, without an initial
capital. So Theod. understood it. ' Axoloore;
with an allusion to the Zav dxodonre; the subject of
this dxo7 is the ebayyéloy, that believers shall enter
into the land ofrest, comp. iv. 1. 2. ’AAAd in thein-
terrogation, like e/re xii. 9., is according to genuine
classical usage, and corresponds to our but, still,” yet,
indeed (doch.): it was indeed all those,” and hence
is especially employed in Antiphora. Matthid, §. 613.,
Devarius De Partic. p. 19., resembling the Latin a,
and at enim, Tursellinus ed. Hand. i. 438. 446. On
wdireg of £5eAdivreg, Bengel first made the acute remark
that the signification: ¢ altogéther such as,” would be
more suitable, as Schulz also translates it ; the object
to be proved being, namely, that precisely those who
had received the most grace should suffer the heaviest
inflictions of the divine anger. But, can wdvres o
é£sA0ivre be so translated ? It appears that Bengel
had o/ wdvres in mind 3 of wdvreg piror means: ¢ friends
all together,” and may, therefore, be rendered: ¢ nothing
but,” or, « wholly friends,” according to which usage,
also, oi wdyreg is placed with numerical words, when
the phrase has the signification of, in the whole, in all,
Acts xxvii. 37.; xix. 7.* On the other hand, #dyrig
oi piror can only be rendered : ¢ the friends, all of
them.” Bengel, as well as Kuinol, appeals to Raphael
on James i. 17. The examples there adduced are
either such as have the singular without the article, as

* Winer, p. 106., appears to have overlooked this use of o
sdvess, with numbers. He has also there quoted the position of
the article in § a&s viues, Gal. v. 14., as an anomaly, without
observing that it is far from rare in the classics, ez. gr. Plato,
De Rep. 10, 618. § a@s sivdvves, Polyb. 1, 15, 6.
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James i. 2., which certainly means: ‘<all possible
peace,” and, hence, ‘“pure peace;” or, the article
stands before wavres, as Arrian, 3, 8, 8. Iagfvaiovg
8t xai ‘Yoxdwug xal Tamolgous, vobs mdvrag iraéxg

wholly horsemen, horsemen alfogether) doarapigvns
nysr. We get almost the same sense as that sought
by Bengel, by translating : ¢ was it not they altogether
who went out of Egypt,” in which these two excep-
tions, Caleb and Joshua, and those in their minority,
remain unnoticed, and the following thought presents
itself: ¢ did not God’s anger strike so many as had
there experienced proofs of His grace ¢”

Ver. 17—19.—It is most convenient, with Beza and
Matthii, to place the mark of interrogation at the end
of the verse, for, otherwise, the words have a dragging
effect. The reason, also, of the punishment is now
added, that is, unbelief, as in verse 19. &/ amioriay
is made prominent by the collocation of the words.
With this daoress, according to the usage of the New
Testament, dxafeiv is synonomous (iv. 11.), in so far
as all belief in an objective truth is a sub-ordinating
of self to it, hence Umaxod wigriwg, Rom. i. 5. But, it is
remarkable, that, in ver. 17., duogrdisv appears to be
used synonymously with dredeiv. In the New Testa-
ment auaprdvery is used in a similar way to our fallen,
which partly denotes sinning in general, partly a deep
fall and apostacy from the right path in particular ;
in this latter sense it is used here, and in x. 26; 2

Peter ii. 4 ; Titus iii. 11. So in Hebrew 91, to sin,
to fall into sin, joined with F1i71%], to fall off, to
apostatize, so also m_yg; and thus ;m_)g and MO0,

are connected in Lam. iii. 42. K&Aa is put in some

places by the LXX. for DML, Beza: hoc vocabulo

significatur, illos non tam sic ferente mortalilate vel
quovis morbo, sed tabescentibus sensim corporibus in
deserto veluti concidisse.
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CHAPTER IV.

THAT PROMISE OF GOD’S REST STILL CONCERNETH US
ALSO, NAY, US PECULIARLY, THEREFORE, LET U8
BTRIVE THAT WE MAY OBTAIN A PORTION IN IT.

Ver. 1—10. That promise of God’s rest still concern-
eth us also, nay, us peculiarly.

Few interpreters have succeeded in giving a lucid
view of the progress of the ideasin thissection. Asanin-
sightinto thatis necessary in order toa rightcomprehen-
sion of detached portions of thesection, we will premisea
survey of it. The promise of the land of rest concerneth
us also (iii. 13.).  'We who have been led out of the
spiritual Egypt (Rev. xi. 8.) have, as well as they
who were led out of the sensible Egypt, received the
glad tidings of a rest of God, nay, to us, the faithful,
1t peculiarly belongs. That is, although that rest of
God existed from the beginning of the world, yet the
men of Moses’ time, in consequence of their unbelief,
did not enter into it. Now, since the compassion of
God wills that there should be some to enjoy this rest,
men are, after the lapse of five hundred years, again
invited to it with a to-day, by which it is declared,
that, even originally, the land of rest did not merely
denote the earthly Canaan, as the latter, in the times
of David, had long been possessed by the chosen peo-
ple- Inas much as the land of the true rest of God
18 now opened to us Christians, through Christ (vi.
19, 20.), that promise belongs, also, peculiarly to us.
As tending to give a clearer perception of the contents
of the following section, let us cast a glance upon the
Hermeneutics of the author. Ide does not expound
according to the grammatico-historical connection, but,
what lies, xare didvorer, in the declarations of the Old
Testament, he considers as contained in it xaré $fue,
and derives it from the words. In what light we are
to consider this mode of interpretation, sce explained
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in App. I.  'We will now shew, as respects the pas-
sage before us, on the one hand, where the author has
departed from the grammatico-historical interpretation,
on the other, wherein he has rightly apprehended,
xara didvoioy, those Old Testament declarations. 1.
He has taken up the Old Testament declaration, ver.
3., without regard to the grammatico-historical con-
nection, as, by including the declaration quoted in ver.
4., he has not explained the words ¢i; riv xardraveiv
wov according to their primary meaning: “into the
land which I give you for rest (Deut. xii. 9.),” but :
“into the rest which I, God, myself enjoy.” 2. He
has concluded, from the warning of the Psalmist
against neglecting the voice of God now, as was done
in the time of Moses, that even now a rest of God is
offered, and that too the same as then, wherefore, the
rest promised in those times cannot have been merely
rest in the earthly Canaan. In how small a degree
soever the Old Testament passages, xara {fua, i. e.
according to their historical connection, justify this ex-
position, and these conclusions, still, we must confess
that, zaré didvoray, they are rightly cited. The typical
character of the Old Testament history being supposed,
the earthly land of promise presents itself in the con-
nection of the same Canaan as the type of that land
of promise won by Christ; and, herein lies a justifica-
tion of the affirmation, that the promise given to the
believing Israelites that they should enter into the
land of rest was not exhausted by its temporal fulfil-
ment; in other words, that, according to its fullest im-
port, it points to something higher. Moreover, if it
be true, that we most significantly express the charac-
ter of the Christian’s rest in the land of promise pre-
pared by Christ when we say, he will share in the rest
of God himself, then it is also true that the promise of
entering into God’s rest, conceived zard didvoray, does
not merely imply a rest prepared by God, but, also,
one which God himself enjoys.

Ver. 1. An admonition founded upon sad examples,
comp. ver. 11. 1 Cor. x. 8. 9. Rom xi. 20. 21.
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Karararouévme alludes to the circumstance that the
sense of the promise was not exhausted by the posses-
sion of the earthly country. It is still uncertain,
with regard to avrol, whether it be the rest which
God gives, or which He possesses. Aox/ we cannot,
as Schulz and Wahl have rendered it, translate : * that
10 one may think he is come too late;” the Apostle
is not desirous of warning against a false view, nor
against faint-heartedness, but against actual exclusion.
*Yorsgely means: to come too late, and is, no doubt, used
with reference to o7uegov. In the Perfect it means :
“ to be come too late,” i. e. to be excluded, and, in the
sense of the declaration, Luke xiii. 25.; in a corre-
sponding sense it is used Heb. xii. 15. Aoxéd, in ac-
cordance with this view, is used here paraphrastically,
as, in other passages, paiviofos, to soften the admoni-
tion, comp. Josephus, Antigu. I1. 6,10.: 56’ dv ¢ig éui
doxeirs duaprei, v mnmovsbw, In like manner the
Latin vider:, Cic. De Off. I11. 2, 6 : ut tute tibi defuisse
videare. The use of doxei; 1 Cor. xi. 16., might cer-
tainly be explained in the same way, as Wahl sup-

oses, but it is better to take it in the signification (as
1n 1 Cor.viii. 2.): “to assume, to arrogate, to presume.”
Lauther, with correct feeling, has altogether passed by
the words. With our conception of the meaning Bleek
entirely coincides.

Ver. 2. The eiayyéhor of Christians relates especially
to the acquisition of eternal bliss ; the sayyéAs of the
contemporaries of Moses related to the earthly Canaan,
but this, again, points to the land of everlasting bliss.
Bengel has made a judicious remark on the eveyye-
Modévrsg, ver. 6. The exposition of the following words
depends upon the reading, which is fluctuating, in the
two words of the rec., ouyxexgauivog and dxovoesi. The
received reading is found, indeed, in the two most an-
cient versions, the Peshito (not in the Philoz.), and
the Latin, but not in a single copy of the Uncial
Codd., and only in a few of the Minusc. Codd., from
the 11th to the 14th century. The Venetian Codd., also,
which have lately received a more careful collation by

P
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Rinck, read ovyxsxpauévoug; it is, therefore, by no
means merely plures boni codices, as Bchme expreésses
himself, which speak for the Acc. plur., but, with
Matthii, we ought rather tosay: ouyxexgauévoc fortasse
nullius codicis aucloritate confirmatur, nisi eorum qui
e Latina Vulgata et Veteri Italica, ut vocant, interpo-
lati sunt, hence, also, the Acc. plur.—either ocuyxsxe-
paouévovg Or cuyxexgauéivous— was adopted into the
text by the Complut., Plantin., Genev., and, sub-
sequently, by Wetstein, Matthii, and Lachmann, and
considered by Griesbach as almost equal in claims to
ovyxsxpapévoc. 'We will explain the passage according
to this reading, as, from these circumstances, it would
appear to be the only well founded one.

In the first place, we have to decide for one of the
two passive forms, xéxgouas or aexéigasuos. For the
latter the external, as well as the grammatical, evi-
dence preponderates. Itis the later form (Buttmann,
Ausfiihrl. Gramm. ii. 154.), and is also found Rev. xiv.
10. ; so likewise wemergaouévo is the ascertained read-
ing iv. 15., while Cod. C., and several Codd. mi-
nusc. have mszeigautvog in that passage. The signifi
cation of suyxsgdwuadai, c. dat. pers.is: to asscciate, to
Join with some one, c. dat. rei, to join with a thing ;
for which numerous examples may be found in Wet-
stein, Kypke, and Abresch. Now, there are here
two constructions possible : either we must connect
the verb with the dative of the person, and regard =7
@ioves as dal. modi: * as they did not in faith join
themselves to those who heard,” or, we must connect
the verb with the dat. rei, and make the dat. pers. de-
pendent upon the dat. rei, as, for instance, Matt. xxvii.
7 ¢ic_vapiy v Eétvorg, See Winer, p. 198., Wahl,
s. v. ehau, I. A. a., so that this sense results : « as they
did not join in the belief of those hearing.” In both
constructions the sense remains the same. 'Axcbesy
designates, according to this conception of the passage,
hearing mwith faith, obeying (gehorchen), and, by
the dxolsavres none else can be understood save Caleb
and Jo:hua. Thusit is explained by Theoph., (Ecum.,
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and likewise Chrysost.; only the last, singularly
enough, expresses himself as if, vice versa, it were
said of these two believers, that they had not joined
the number of the unbelievers. T'he passage rums
thus : un roivoy vopionre, éri dad ol dacbew rou xmply-
parog wEeAnldsciols: éxel xaxeior fxcvoay, dAN U0ty AT~
vavro, émasdn) ur émioreucar. of oOv wepi XciAef3 xai *Inaciy,
émeidn un ovvexgddnoay T dmiordcads, rovrioriy, o ou-
vepavyony, Sikguyor Thy xar éxeivaw iEevex:ioay rinwpiay
« oo 00% elwey, § ovvepdivnoay, dAN, ou ouvexgdénoay, Tou-
véor, doragidorwg ditoTncav, ixshwy wdyrwy miay xol
oy abriy prduny doynnrav. dvallo por Soxed xai order
aivirresfar.®  How he came to give this exposition has
hitherto remained an enigma to the learned. Ham-
mond, by writing sracideruc, instead of doracdorwe,
does not, upon the whole, give us any assistance,
while the change would certainly be incorrect. Even
the ancient Theophylact, although he bad, perhaps,
in individual passages, a more correct reading of the
text of Chrysostom than we now possess, says, full
of dwogiee and wonder : roiri 0: xard riy peydAny aibrcd
xoi Paleiey Gopiav 6 dyrog obrog eimdw duol yulv T drafiv
olx #0wne vodioos wag adrd elxab In fact it would be
difficult to bring an appropriate sense out of the words.
But this is one of the cases in which, as we have re-
marked, p. 110., and 178., note, the text seems to have
been corrupted by foreign admixtures, and, in the same
way, also, the exposition of viii. 2.; ix. 28. It appears
indeed, that this Father had the lect. rec. before him,

* Do not, therefore, think that having merely heard the word
preached it shall advant-ge you. For they also heard, yet,
believing not, it profited them nothing. But Caleb and Joshus,
not being of the same mind with those who believed not, escap-
ed the punishment which befel them, . . . . . he doesnot say
they did not agree with them, but they did not join ttemselves
to them, that is, they separated from them without sedition,
for, here it appears to me tacitly to imply sedition.

b Thus, indeed. accerding to his great and profound wisdcm,
this holy man spcke; but to me, an unworthy persen, he d.d
not grant to ccmprehend how he said it.
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for, some sentences preceding, he writes thus: sfra
éxdyer AR’ obr dipidnoey 6 Aéyos THg axodg éxeivoug, p 1)
o‘uyxexgoc/z.évnc TH wieres Tolg axobomon®

The exposition of the passage commonly given is some-
what striking, inasmuch as of 600,000 people it affirms
that they did not join the faith of two individuals,
It appears to have been this consideration which in-
duced those who read the acc. plur. to torture dxobouos
in order to obtain from it a more agreeable sense. Cod.
71. has dxovedzior, as inii. 1. ; this, or the synonymous
dxobomuar, appears to have been read by the Vulgate
and Theod., the latter of whom has the following com-
mentary : obx dxdyen el owrnpioy 0 Téy Noywy dxgiaog.
wposhze ydp Tolro mere: wiorewg Sifadbas, ael BeBoiwg
QurdZas 7i yap divnoey 7 vol @sol iTayyeAia robg Talrny
delauivovg, m) mords; Sefapivovs, xei vol @00 Suvdues
redapinniras xal ooy rois @300 Aéyors dvaxgabdévrac? The
same sense is aimed at by anotzer reading, sols &xob-
oavrag, which is found in a Cod. of Chrysostom,
mentioned by Matthdi. The sense elicited by these
readings is certainly interesting, yet the readings
themselves have too little authority to warrant us in
entering more minutely into the subject. The main
argument which militates against ovyxsxspacuévove has
been acutely stated by Beza, and, after him, by Cleri-
cus, namely, that dxodey, throughout the whole
of this section, and even in the Adyos dxoris, denotes
mere hearing, not an obedient reception. While, ac-
cording to the exgosition of Theoph. and Oecum., rof¢
dxoboacy being directly made = rofs morsbonan, we
rather expect, in contrast to the Adyss ri¢ axoffs, that
some weight will be laid upon wicri;. We are led,
also, to suppose this from ver. 3., where, at o/ dxovoocv-

a Then he says, but the word heard did not profit them, not
being mized with faith in them that Aeard it.

® ‘I'he hearing of the word alone is not sufficient for salvation,
it must be received with faith, and steadfastly retained: for
what does the promise of God profit those who receive it, not
receiving it in faith, nor confiding in the power of God, and,
as it were, mingling with the words of God.
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¢, the antithesis is formed by 7uel o Fioredoayreg
Now, this reason I consider so weighty, that I feel
myself constrained to abide by the recepta ovyrexpa-
{LEVO5 OT GUYAEXE0CLOMUEVOG.

It may, certainly, appear hazardous to prefer, in
aopposition to an acknowledged principle of criticism,
the easy reading, which is not supported by a single
older Cod., to the more difficult, which is received by all
theolder Codd.,and by most of theVersions and Fathers.
Here, however, Bentley’s remark holds good, with re-

d to the principle, that the more difficult is to be pre-

erred to the easier reading: In Cic. Tusc. iii. 6., Tu
.« illud amplecteris, quialibrarii vocabulatrita pro
reconditis supponere solent, nonviceversa. Rectequidem,
et hoc PLERUMQUE ita se habet. Sed ex generalibus illis
artis, nescio cujus, criticae rffulis non est de singulis
locis sententia ferenda. And, as to the authority of
the Codd., we must subscribe to the decision of Gries-
bach (ed. Schulz, Proleg. LX.) : usu venire potest, ut
tot tamquemanifestis suae bonitatis criteriis lectio aliqua
praefulgeat, ut duobus testibus, dummodo ad diversas
classes ac familias pertineant, IMMo UNICO satis sil suf-
fulta. 8o Lachmann, for instance, has not adopted
(Luke xviii. 14.) % yag, but @y’ éxsiios, which is given
only by B. L. But the reading which we have de-
fended, is, in reality, by no means so destitute of au-
thority as may at first sight appear. Let us but re-
member, that the Latin translation, and the Peshito,
both of which versions are in favour of our reading, are
older than any of the Codd. known to us. 1f, to what
has been saic{, we add the evidence of Chryscstom for
ouyxexgapivos we shall have three of the most respec-
table testimonies in its favour.

That, of the termination ¢¢, the termination ov¢
might be formed by the copyists, is easy to be imagin-
ed, as ‘xeiovs goes before; and, besides, oz and ov;
would be readily confuunded. See Bast, p. 772, 774.

If we now read ovyxsxegaouwéro; we have again the
double structure formerly noticed, with the dat. pers.
or rei. The former appears to us preferable, and
hence we translate : “as the word did not unite with
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the hearers in faith, did not pass over into them.”
The %6yo; dxojs will then be regarded as the food,
which, like as Christ says of himself (John vi.), as
the bread of life, must pass into flesh and blood,
through man's appropriating it to himself in faith,—
Beza observes: at non profuit illis auditus sermo, ut
qui fide contemporatus non fuerit apud eos, qui audi-
erunt. Hedinger gives this marginal remark: “A
meat, in order to nourish, must go into the blood and
feed the body. If the word is to profit, it must be
changed by faith as a nourishing sap into the spirit,
sense, and will of men, that the whole man may be-
come, as the word is, and requires, holy, just, chaste,
and pious. Hearing, alone, is of as little value as un-
digested food in a bad stomach.”

The passage, in this view of it, is a parallel in sense
to a passage of Paul, Rom. i. 16 : ddvxuig @0l éovs (3
sbayyEhiov, 6 Aiyog vHg dhxodic) elg qwrrgiay wovri v wi0-
rsdoyss. Comp. Rom. x. 17.

Ver. 3,4.—To the ué.ov axcboavrsg the of moreboavreg
—which word is placed in pausa—form a rigorous an-.
tithesis, comp. Rom. iv. 12.—But, in what sequence
of thought the following words stand, what, particu-
larly the proposition beginning with xairos is intended
to convey, has been one of the most puzzling questions
to the interpreter. Abresch says: certalim interpretes
in illis verbis eorumque nexu cum superioribus et con-
silio constituendo e;’:iorarunt. Quorum vero sententias
si sigillatim recensere foret animus, longum erat faci-
endum.  Alque ego haud scio an ne opus sil quidem,
quum universe appareat laborasse viros doctos NEC SIBI-
MET 1PsI8 FECISSE 8ATIS. And Kuinol : locus obscurus,
parlim ob nimiam scriploris brevitatem qui pro ea, qua
vigebat, cogitandi celeritate plura omillit,a lectoribus co-
gilando adjicienda, partim ob disputand: rationem con-
venientem ei, que illa eetate in scholis Judeorum obtine-
bat. 'We must first explain our views respecting the
signification of xairor. The Vulgate has transgated xaivos
hgre. and xaiwsp. ¢.v.8.. by: ef quidem ; and, in this, it is

joined by Luther. Now, e/ quidem might certainly be
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taken in the sense of quamquam, and it would then be
correct; but several expositorshave taken itin the expli-
cative sense of nempe, which quite obscures the sense.
Hence Vatablus and Erasmus, and still more Beza, urge
the sense quamquam, in this passage. But what is here
the meaning of this limiting proposition with an al-
though? The usual and most correct explanation,—
although brought forward with various modifications—
is that found in Chrysost., Theod., Clarius, Gerhard,
Grotius, Calov, and Bengel. Either it is, “along with
the rest in Canaan, of which Moses speaks, there is
another rest mentioned in Scripture, the rest from
creation—so, along with the rest of Canaan, a third
may be mentioned, the heavenly,” or, ¢ of the rest from
creation, the Psalmist cannot speak, for that rest lies in
the past, whereas this mentioned in the Psalm liesin the
future.” We conceive that a close examination of
ver. 6. will guide us to the real meaning of the author.
From it there necessarily arises the following as the
train of throught : When it is there said, ¢ these shall
not enter into God's rest,” the reason cannot be that
this rest of God was not itself in existence; it exists
from the beginning of the world, and, as they who
went before us did not enter into it because of unbe-
lief, so God again and again invited to it.” Thus it
appears, that, henceforward, the rest of God is con-
ceived to be the same as the rest which God himself
enjoys. The translation was given by the Sabbath be-
ing called, 2. Macec. xv. 1. % fig rararaiows nuége,
and the comparison presented itself so much the more
readily to the author, as the Rabbinical Theology de-
scribes the state of the Messiah’s kingdom as a 6«33u-
ricubs. See the Rem. on the passage by Ludov. Capell,
and Schottgen. On the indefinite citation in ver. 4.,
see on ¢ ii. 6. : ,
Ver. 5. IIdAw here, as al elsewhere, includes the
antithesis in itself, as in English again and against
(Ger. wieder and wider) are one word, in Latin item
and autem. The antithesis lies in the circumstance,
that the rest was long ago accessible, and, yet, it was
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then declared that the Mosaic generation should not
enter into it. R

Ver. 6, 7.—The thought is as follows: God cannot
have prepared such a rest without rendering it of use—
in other words—the divine love cannot have enjoyed
rest and bliss from the foundation of the world, with-
out ever desiring that it should be shared by others.
The evidence preponderates in favour of =goeignras in-
stead of e/gnras.

Ver. 8.—The imperf. with &, in the minor proposi-
tion, must not be translated ; * he would havespoken,”
as Luther and even Beza have rendered it, t}:)r that
meaning would have demanded érdAncev &v (Comp.
x. 2. émaboarro dv), but, « he would speak.”

Ver. 9.—Aad; rod Gzod as inm ii. 17.; this Aads web
B0l consists of the mioreboarres, ver. 3. ZafBBuriouis,
which occurs neither in the New Testament, nor in the
LXX., is found in Plutarch, De Superst. c. 3. It is
here deliberately adopted instead of 00380y, as the
latter denotes the day only, but the former the cele-
bration of the day. It is derived from oaxBBari{w;
and /{w and «fw are the terminations of those verbs
which denote the celebration of a festival, as éoprd {w,
vouunvid {w, Seouogozci{w. Luther has translated it rest,
better than others who have Sabbath ; but de Wette
has still better rendered it, * Sabbath rest.”

Ver. 10. Believers may participate in the rest which

God himself enjoys.

Ver. 10. This declaration overflows in its opulence
of contents. According to more modern interpreters,
as Valckenaer, Bshme, Koppe, tya is = xézor; a8
thgg compare and explain Rev. xiv. 13.: aerumnae,
quibus his in terris premuntur christiani, with which
we may also compare the declaration, Wisdom iv. 7.:
Sinauiog écv plday reheurtioos, év dvawaio foran “Egya,
in signification, cannot, of course, be = aerumnae, it
can only denote the subjective struggle against the
aerumnae, as likewise Rev. xiv. 13., where {2y« marks
the Christian virtues made patent in the xizes, and,
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therefore, equivalent to dyav wiorews, Heb. xii. 1.
1 Tim. vi. %2. It may be asked whether the author
thought only of the external distresses of life? And,
in answer to such an inquiry, an appeal may be made,
with Bleek, to the circumstance, that toilsome labour
was one of the consequences of the curse of the fall,
which will then be abolished. Comp. Gen. v. 29., and
the translation of the LXX. of Gen. iii. 17. The same
expositor, also, reminds his readers that the éya are
the work of the six week:days, and the rest, therefore,
from labour, the repose from every profane work. In
endeavouring to ascertain the meaning, we start from
another point, namely, of what nature is the rest of
God according to the conviction of the author? It is
certainly not mere inactivity, but as certainly the bliss
which springs from the completion of the work of crea-
tion, that work of which it is said, *“ and God saw
eve? thing that He had made, and, behold, it was very
good.” The rest of the blessed, therefore, must be a
rest of completion, and, accordingly, we must com-

rehend under the fyax the struggle against sin.
Hence Theoph. rightly remarks : évratda wiv yoo xai
roig Sinmiosg woNUG 6 xémog xwi 6 Gydw vars dAAw xal
0t vodg wig dgeriig idpwras. éxel 35 oble dgerdig A
(namely, that cennected with conflict) forn ipya-
i, dANG @sol EwAnorog dméAavais®  On the ques-
tion, whether with that struggling égydsodos every
épya{sodou, i. e. every activity, 18 to cease, the passage
gives no information. But, the misunderstandings
which have arisen concerning that point, make it ne-
cessary that we should devote a few words to the dis-
cussion of it. To this declaration there has, indeed,
been here and there fastened a representation of eter-
nity not very different from that which is combated
by Plato: De Republ. ii. p. 363. D., as if the promis-
ed xardraver; were a dolce far nienle, a wibn aiwrog
such as is promised by the o/ #eg) "Ozpé.  On the other

* Here, below, indeed, many toils and painful contests await
the just, as in other things so in the struggles of virtue; above,
however, are no labours of moral virtue, but the inexhaustible
fruition of God.
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hand, some that wish never to be satiated, but for ever
to enjoy the pleasure of eating, have entered a solemn
protest against the Ingrediens of everlasting repose in
the bliss of a future life. ¢ If the eternal Father”—
says Lessing— held in His right hand truth, in His
left the pursuit of it, and I were required to choose—
I would embrace His knees and say, Father give me
the left!” And some dogmatists, to gratify the wishes
of these lovers of restlessness, have considered it pro-

er to mix, “ manifold obscurities, wishes, unsatisfied

ongings, wants,” in the cup of the blessed (Bretschnei-
der, Dogm. ii. 488.). The following appears to us the
correct view on this point.

Every being has its idea after which it strives. This
is the spiritual impulse of gravitation ; so that the be-
ing, until it attains that idea, can no more find repose,
than the stone which is hurled into theair. According
to Aristotle, all z/vqai; has no other object than to make
the imperfect phenomenon, the Adyos riis obaics, ho-
mogeneous with the o ¢/ #v elvas, which by him, as
well as by Plato, is called the efdog and wapddsryuc
(Phys. ii. 3.). But every thing in nature has at-
tained its object, when, according to its indwelling

ower, it has become energy, and so satisfied its
idea (Metaphys. v. 16.). Now, we say, that every
one called to the kingdom of Christ has to realize the
idea of becoming a distinct member of the siua rol
Xgiorol, in the Baohein rijg 86Zns. It is only when he
has attained this point that disquiet, and the strug-
gling, égydlsobas, terminate. Being already good, he
will no more grow better. With this, however, no-
thing is less supposed than an intellectual death.
This only takes place where there is a state without
distinction :—in this state the process ceases. But
the perfected individual does not cease to be a parti-
cular being, as he continues to adjust himself to the
divine qualities. Sin was a hindering of this adjust-
ment; and when this hinderance is removed, that
process between the finite and the infinite mind first
receives its full life and freedom. Some rays of a pre-
sentiment of this state fall into our souls at those mo.
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ments of our lives, when perceiving, willing. and feel-
ing with the totality of our spirit, we yield ourselves
up to a divine truth, and repose in it. Such periods
of devotion we call a foretaste of eternity; and with
reason, for we then truly enjoy the duvdusrs ol WENDOV=
rog aidivog, Heb. vi. 5. The repose of God, likewise,
on the Sabbath, does not include inactivity. It is, as
we have said, the blessed contemplation of the com-
pletion of the world. But this does not exclude a
continued working in what is already established.
Comp. John v. 17. .

Of the expositions which differ from this, we re-
mark, firstly, it is inaccurate to explain the p e
with Aretius, Piscator, and Hedinger, as if the sub-
Jject were merely the cessatio a peccatis, while it is the
cessatio decerlationis cum peccatis. No more can
there be, as Calvin will have it, any Anti-Pelagian
polemics in the passage: Nam hinc semper faciendum
est exordium, quum de regula pie sancteque vivendi
agitur, ut homo sibi quodammodo mortuus deum, pa-
tiatur vivere : ferietur ab operibus propriis, ut lecum
Deo agenti concedut. Much less, finally, can fyx be
exclusively referred to the Ritual Commandments, as
Semler, D. Michaelis on Peirce (in his Commentary
he subsequently withdrew this opinion), Cramer, and
Griesbach, in the Dissertation on this passage, 1792,
have assumed.

Ver. 11—13. Let us earnestly endeavour to be mot
stubborn like those in the wilderness, for God’s word
takes severe vengeance.

Ver. 11.—Schulz, and, after him, De Wette, trans-
late very properly : * That not any one should fall
as a like example of stubbornness;” that is, év is in-
strumental for the dative merely (comp. the dative r¢
TAoropi, John xxi. 8., with é @Ao/w, Matth xiv. 13.),
now the dative marks ¢ the mode and manner” in
which the totality of a fact appears, Bernhardy,
Syntax, p. 100. ‘T#éderyua for wapdderyue, in the
later Grecity, Lobeck, 4d Pkryn. p. 12.
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Ver. 12, 13.—8i quis alius,—says Valckenaer,—hic
certe locus amabili pulchrarum figurarum conspira-
tione est elegantissimus; but, when he continues:
illud plane mirandum, poluisse reperiri interpreies, qui
per Aéyoy o ©:0) CHRISTUM crediderunt designari,
and expresses his wonder that even a Clericus, Aomo
emunctae naris, should have lighted upon this opinion,
we cannot quite agree with him. Against this view
of the Fathers, which has been defended, among the
moderns, by Seb. Schmid, Spener, Heinsius, Cramer,
Alting, Bertholdt, and, as we have mentioned, Clericus
also, it was urged especially, that the passage so taken
would not agree with the context. But to this it
might be replied, that the author might certainly re-
gresent the punishment in the wilderness as executed

y the Logos, who is, indeed, the organ of the mani.
festation in the Old Testament. Compare the strik-
ing parallel passage, Wisdom xviii. 15., which was
probably known to our author: é wavredivaués sov
Abyog da’ obgavdiy én Jgbvawr Pacihdy dxiromos FoAs
(erig elg pidov T Sheboias TAavo yiig, Eipog 133
riv dwringroy imiraydy cov Qégwy. Still, we are
decidedly in favour of the opinion, that 2éyos el
Osof denote here the Divine words, the promises
and threatenings of God, particularly the latter ;
and on this account especially, that, on the one
hand, there is no intimation, in what precedes, of the
Logos having executed that punishment, on the other,
the severity and certainty of the Divine declara-
tions had been previously held up to them on se-
veral occasions, Aéyen, c. iii. 7., & 7@ Aéyeodou, iii.
15., 6 Aéyog wiig dofig, iv. 2., éAdAs, iv. 8. It may also
be remembered, that the author would otherwise pro-
bably neither have used the predicate évegys¢ nor xgirinis,
but instead of the latter xgriic. As we think,
moreover, that we must refer the «ird’ in ver. 13., and
#odg &y to the same Adyoc rol ©:ol, we suppose that the
author here personifies the divine words, and desig-
nates them as the representative of God, similar to the
manner in which Christ speaks, John xii. 48.: é 2éyog
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8y ENdiAnoee, éxsivog apwve alwly &y oFf dayden fuézy, comp.
John v. 45., and also Test. Jude. c. 22. In like man-
ner, the Word of God is conceived as the representa-
tive of God himself, Wisdom xvi. 12. comp. with
Exod. xv. 26., and Ecclus. xliii. 28. Hence Olshausen,
in his treatise, De Aéyw,Opusc, p. 134, placesthis passage,
and not without reason, at the foundation of his deve-
lopement of the conception of the Logos, in as much as
he endeavours to develope that conception from theidea.
of the divine speaking in general. On the predicate
Qav, may be compared Adyiw (ivre, Acts vii. 38.
The vital power is here, also, the condition of the
évégyum, see above on iii. 12. The predicates follow-
ing upon roudirigog prepare for the idea with which the
whole sentence concludes, that man will be judged ac-
cording to the word of God. They speak of the judi-
cial power which the Word already exercises in the
interior, which pre-supposes that It penetrates men,
and, in as much as this penetration is necessal('{ to the
future judgment, the last thought is prepared for by
these predicates. So Paul, Rom. ii. 15, 16, represents
the internal act of judgment which now takes place as
the prelude of the external. Many expositors impro-
perly refer these words to the animating power of
Gospel preaching—this reference lies beyond the
scope of the context. The comparative of the adjec-
tive rouds is here construed with Uzég instead of wéArov
7 or wAeiy, as is wugd, elsewhere, in our Epistle. The
sword with double mouth, i.e. with double edge, (¢atien
vorare, is said in Greek and Latin of a sword) ; in
Rev. i. 16., ii. 12., also, it is an image for the word
which judges the heart, comp. Is. xlix. 2., xi. 4. "Axpl
ueprswoi=wore wepilen®. How deeply the word of God,
which judges the inward man, penetrates, is made ob-
vious by the mention of the most inward, most impene-
trable spiritual and corporeal life, which yet this word

s Schleusner has here a remarkable eonfusion of sensus and
significatus, for he gives, as the second signitication of mspropéy;
intimum, intimi recessus.
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thoroughly pervades. The language of the text does
not imply that soul and spirit, joints and marrow are
dividef asunder, but that they are divided in them-
selves, i.e. penelrated. This passage is an impor-
tant one for Biblical Psychology, as, along with 1
Thess. v. 23., it establishes Trichotomy, as received in
recent times by our Psychologists Fr. Schlegel, Schu-
bert, Heinroth, and Eschenmayer. This is not the
place to enter more minutely into that subject. Im
our opinion, ~buyx# here denotes the power which tends
towards the sensual, aviuc the power directed to the
non-sensual, the divine spirit workingin man.* On the
word xpirinés, Calvin remarks : quoniam vitia, quee
sub falsa virtutum specie latebant, cognosci inciprunt
absterso fuco. And, altogether, Calvin says many
powerful and serious things on this passage.

To what does the double advei in ver. 13 refer? It
may be said, the author refers it to the Genit. roii @¢od,
as Bengel says: facilis erat analysis dicti, si utraque
¢jus pars recto casu proferatur. DEUS est, coram quo
nulla natura non apparet. 1am not prepared with
any example to prove so incorrect a reference of the
pronoun, nor have I found any in those expositors who
have touched upon the topic, yet, such do occur in in-
accurate writers. The reference of the pronoun, John
viii. 44, is still more violent. And considering the

* This definition admits of being proved, particularly by the
use of JYuxxds, | Cor. ii. 14., xv. 44., 46. James iii. 15. Jude

19, as the use of WQJ and UT" also, in Hebrew, corresponds

with it, although that use is not constant. It might, perhaps,
be alleged, too, in confirmation of this, that in the N. T., when
the Redeemer’s horror of death is spoken of (consequently an
offection relating to the semsuous part), it is said His Joyxs
was troubled, John xii. 27. Matth. xxvi. 38.; but, where
mention is made of the spiritual pain of inward sympathy,
as John xi. 33., xiii. 21., then the wwiua was perturbed. Still,
this distinction, in the N. T. can, by no means, be invariably
maintained. For instance, Yvys is also used of the soul of man
lxnﬁigeil;ul, in opposition to the body, as in our Epistle xii. 3.,
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general accuracy of our author, we must prefer some
other way of obviating the difficulty, if any such pre-
sent itself unconstrained. Such a way, we conceive, is
the supposition, that the word of God, as we remarked
above, is regarded as personified, &c., as the represen-
tative of God. The s dpdaruc abrel, indeed, might
excite a doubt of this exposition. Yet I cannot, on this
ground alone, resolve to give it up ; for, if a personifi-
cation be once made, then eyes may as well be attri-
buted to the word of God as kands are in Prov. iii. 16.
If this conception of the pastage, however, cannot be
allowed, let us rather suppose that airig stands instead
of the demonstr. ¢§rog or éxsiicg, and, that the pronoun
wpdg dv relates to it (Matthii Gramm. § 469. 8.): “ all
is open before Him with whom we have to do,” comp.
avrég at ii. 10.

The signification of rgaxnrilw is quite secure ;* but
its derivation is differently traced, most writers, since
Perizonius, conceiving that it alludes to the criminals
when exposed to view, whose sinking head was bent
over that they might be plainly seen by all specta-
tors. See Wolf’s Curae, Elsner and Alberti Cbservo.
Others have derived the expression from the sacrificial
ritual, as the Grecian interpreters have done, and that,
by a different way, either from the cutting up of the
sacrificial animal being begun by the division of the
recixmhes, or from the animal about to be sacrificed
having had its neck bent over. With thisis connect-
ed the opinion that xdyasfe has been employed with
an eye to the cacrificial knife.  This special reference
however, is arbitrary and unfounded. Tlgbg bv Ny 6
Adyos has leen translated by Luther, Schulz, and

* Michaelis alone translates: *“ with bent-down forehead,” and
says that in this he {ollows Wetstein. Wetstein, however, Las
pronounced no opinion, but merely collects a great number of
examples in which ixegexnAiltofas, and a few times also remyn-
Aifsrdas occurs in the siguification of SwerxsAiZiefas, and from
thence, Michaelis has lorrowed the general sense. Theoph.
and Cecum., also, adduce that explanaticn, without, however,
approving of it.
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Vater, with an appeal to #o! o] @oAds R 6 Aéyo¢ ver.
11.,  of whom we speak.” But, why this addition
here? Even if it be put only to define more strictly
the subject of the airi; it is not to the purpose, for
God himself was not the subject of the preceding con-
text. We do not wish to urge strongly that, in such
circumstances, we should not expect the ambiguous
wpés. although, in similar cases, ver. 11. and ii. 5., wepi
is found. If this view of the matter be not acceded
to, then, as the Syriac has already done, we may either
take Adyo; in the signification of reckoning, as, at xiii.
17., Chrys., Theoph., Theod., Er. Schmid, and Mi-
chaelis have likewise done, or we may, with Beza,
translate : quicum nobis megotium, coinciding with
Calvin, Kuinil and de Wette.  This mode of inter-
pretation would bring out the same sense as the first,
and is to be preferred on this ground, that the formula
dori por (0) Myos wpds vivd isveryfrequentin the senseof :
“ I have to do with one " (see Wetstein, also 2 Kings
ix. 5. in the LXX.) ; but, it is doubtful whether it oc-
cur in the sense of : “ there is a reckoning to be given,
Adyos awodoriog éors”

Ver. 14,15.— Although the division of the Scriptures
into chapters, the work of Hugo de St Clair, is, upon
the whole, very happy, yet, in some passages, it isfaulty,
as 2 Cor. ii. 1.; Eph. v. 1.5 Col. iv.1.; and se, also,
here, as has been remarked by R. Stephen, after Beza:
hinc potius oportuerat novam sectionem auspicari.

Ver. 14—16.—A4s Christ is our High Priest, we
should at all times draw near to the Throne of God
with confidence.

Ver. 14.—The introduction of the subject of Christ's
sacerdotal dignity by odv is not so incorrect as it may
seem to be.* As the paranesis does not fit in with the

* Calvin (with many others) makes here the following erro-
neous and perplexing remark : hactenus disseruit de Christi
Apostolatu (but where?) nunc ad secandum cjus munus tran-
sit.
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progress of the treatise, and, as the subject here be-
comes again doctrinal, the o0y is joined to the preced-
ing doctrinal section, which closed with the procf
of the Redeemer’s sacerdotal dignity, ii. 17, 18., comp.
iii. 1., nay His ovunddee was the particular topic of
discourse, to which ver. 15., is here joined. All the
intervening portion was parenetic. O0» is, therefore,
epanaleptic. Miyag does not, somewhat in the man-
ner of x. 2l., designate the High Priest,” but, like
xiii. 20., it serves to denote exaltation. The ex-
altation is shewn in the circumstance, that, while the
other High Priests went through an earthly fore-court,
and an earthly sanctuary, into the earthly Holy of
Holies, to the symbol of the divinity, this High Priest
passes through Heaven into the immediate presence
of God, comp. ix. 11. ; vii. 26. Eph.iv. 10. Luther
has improperly rendered it, “ who has gone fowards
heaven.” The linguistic vindication of diggxsafos here,
and eiotpyeolas diat, ix. 11., as = sigtoyeados ef;, has
been in vain attempted by Amyraldus, Ernesti,
Abresch, Dindorf, and Schleusner. The endeavour to
defend this view arose from a dogmatical cause,
namely, the impossibility of explaining whither
Christ had gone, when He had passed through the
heavens, since it is only said elsewhere that He was
taken up into heaven. But, it is also said, vii. 26.,
and ix. 11., that He has gone higher than the Heavens
into the Holy of Holies ; hence, in these passages, the
Holy of Holies is regarded as something completely be-
{ond the heavens, comp. with these remarks what has

een said on c. ii. 5., and at the beginning of c. viii.
on heaven, and especially the observations in the
Introduction, p. 100. et seq., on the symbolical system
of the Apostles.—Izooly 7 vidy 7ol @sol, the apposi-
tion is here placed emphatically after dicAnAvfire. The
admonition, xgariuer 27, also alludes to the danger
of the wapamizren, in the community, vi. 6., comp. iii.
6, 14. x. 23. That xgarsi must be here rendered : to
lay hold of, and not: to hold fast,is not proved by

Q
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Tittmann, De Synon. N. T. (Bibl. Cab. Vol. IIL.),
comp. x. 23. xariysy.

Ver. 15.—He only, of whom it is known that he
thoroughly adopted the whole extent of our misery, is
a consoling mediator between God and man, as the
close of c. ii. testified this of Christ,comp. the exposition
ofthe passage. But, at the same time, he must be him-
self unspotted, otherwise he can not enter into imme-
djate communion with God ; this idea is here brouglét
prominently forward by xwels auaerias, comp. vii. 26,
27. 1 John ii. 1. Tdg is consequently used here
with great significance. Kaf iuoérnra wants the
pronoun 7uév, and so, also, in Eph. iii. 18.,an airi¢
must be supplied at s/ 3 aAdrog xrA ; here, however,
the omission, from suav going immediately before, is
less striking than in that other passage.

Ver. 16.—The more confidently the grace offered by
Christ is appropriated, the less danger there is of luke-
warmness and apostacy ; and therefore the author,
both here and at x. 22., exhorts particularly to such
an appropriation. With a mediator like Christ, the
sinner may approach God with more confidence, Christ
having first established the free moosaywys eds rov 7ar-
réga, Rom.iii.21.; v. 1,2. Eph.ii. 18., iii. 12. Heb. x.
19,20,22. But,according to our Epistle, this é¢yyiley or
@gogégysodas is completed in the other World. See on
vii. 19, 25., and ix. 8. Compare also Harless on
Eph. ii. 18. The ¢bvoc of God, as at viii. 1., xii. 2.,
is a circumlocution for the Divine majesty. The gen.
is gen. qualilalis and effectus. Several interpreters
suppose an allusion to the iAasrsziov ; with the symbol

s Asw 7ol @s0d Surcipusws upon earth,~—as Philo calls
the ark of the covenant,—the heavenly is contrasted.
If we found any addition, such as 7§ imovgarip, we
might suppose such to be the case, but not other-
wise,—Elxaigog opportunus, and hence : ubi opus sit.
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CHAPTER V.

CHRIST I8 OUR HIGH PRIEST AFTER THE ORDER OF
MELCHISEDEK, UPON WHICH I SHOULD HAVE HAD
MUCH TO SAY TO YOU, WERE YE NOT BECOME WEAK
IN SPIRITUAL UNDERSTANDING.

Ver. 1—3. Even the High Priests, chosen from among
men, who offer for tfe sins of their brethren, have
compassion on sinners, as they are themselves bre-
thren in guilt.

Ver. 1.—If, misled by the division of chapters, we
do not join ver. 1. closely to what goes before, and
suppose, as is generally done, that the design of the
author, from ver. 1., is to shew wherein the heavenly
High Priest may be compared to the earthly, there
will be found here a great want of proportion in the
sequence of the thoughts. The points of compari-
son which are given in ver. 1—3. are not at all
applied to Christ, and, at ver. 4. the discourse hur-
ries forward to another disparate point of compari-
son, namely, that Christ also was chosen like these by
God; and again, in ver. 1., ydg appears altogether
without an antecedent.® We therefore suppose, on
the contrary, that ver. 1—3. are joined with what pre-
cedes, and shew that even the earthly High Priest
himself was not without cuumddua. It is not till we
reach ver. 4. that something new appears. And, the
author does not, in our opinion, lay any particular
stress upon the thought brought forward in ver. 4—10.,,
that Christ was chosen of Gob, that thought rather
supplying him with a point of transition for the intro-
duction of the declaration in which Christ is called

* Beza observes : Itaque yég non tam est causalis quam in-
hoativa, ut log g7 tici. Sunt autem haeo capita
collationis.
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a Priest afler the order of Melchisedek. This
subject, after the conclusion of the Paraenesis, iv. 11.
—vi. 20. (the last words of which intercalated parae-
netic section again refer back to v. 10.), he prosecutes
in ch. vii.

Ver. 1.—Td; is not joined to ver. 16., but to ver. 15.
*E§ avpdray AeuBaviusves contrasts the earthly High
Priest with the heavenly, of whom it might likewise
have been said, in a certain sense, that He was chosen
from among men; but the author conceives of Him
as a Priest after the pattern of Melchisedek, who has
paies dpxiv Auspaw wire {wiis rélog, vil. 3.  The writer
here u&es the idea of sinfulness as correlative with
that of humanity. The Priest, being taken from
among men and offering for men, is subject like them
to dodéveia.—Ta wpbs rdv Ocby, as at ii. 17.—ITgoopiges,
the term. techn. of the offering, viit. 3, 4.; ix. 7, 14,
&c. ; diigu comprehends the dusias, sacrificia cruenta ;
vé—uxai, as at i1. 11, ; the dudios are here brought more
prominently forward, because, as iwég duagriwy shews,
the subject-matter is sin offerings ; both words are
connected in the same manner by ri—zxa/ in viii. 3.

Ver. 2.—The word uergroradels demands a particular
examination, It appears to have had its origin in
the Peripatetic school. Among the numerous exam-
ples adduced by Wetstein, Carpzov, Kypke, Krebs,
and Abresch, I have not found one prior to the age of
Alexander ; nor is there one to be found in the
London edition of Stephen.® It appears to me, there-

* Valckenaer, indeed, refers to a fragment of the Pythago-
rean Archytas in the Sermones of Stobaeus. This is to be
found in Gnisford’s Ed. Vol. . p. 9., and in it the perpowdfia
is, undoubtedly, recommended, exactly in the Peripatetic sense;
as Jamblichus, also, Vita Pyth. ed. Kiister, p. 26., intro-
duces Pythagoras warning against the &ussgin. But the frag-
ments of Archytas are, for the most spurious : see
‘¢ Ritter, liber die Pythag. Phil. s. 64;” and although it is
certain that Pythagoras recommended harmony, as the highest
aim of morality, yet it may be questioned whether he under-
stood this in the Peripatetic sense, and whether he employed
the word (which is important to us), pvgiomibua.
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fore, that the word was first formed by the Peripa-
tetics in opposition to the dnddec of the Stoics. As
Aristotle had every where recommended the uérgroy,
the uedérag, so his disciples, with respect to the ddog, re-
commended the psrpromadels, in opposition to the Stoical
daff ehou, Diog. Laert. L. V. § 31, says of Aristotle:
ipn Ok Tdv copiv wh elhou wiv dradf, werpromads da—
which must, however, be referred to Aristotle, in re-
spect of the matter only, not the words. The term
passed afterwards, as it appears, from the schools of
the philosophers into the language of common life;
for, so early as the time of our Saviour we find it in ge-
neral use among the writers of that period, expressing
a suppressed affection,” whether of sorrow or anger, or
even haughtiness, so that usrororadric denotes the re-
solute man, the meek, the humble, &c.; so in Appian,
Dionys. Hal,, Sext. Empir., and Josephus. It ap-
pears to have been particularly in use among the
Alexandrians: it is found in very many passages of
Philo; and Clement of Alexandria has it, Strom. IV.
516. ed. Polt.; he even quotes there a passage, from
Clement of Rome, in which it likewise occurs. But
Clement of Rome, as he appears to have been inti-
mately acquainted with the Ep. to the Hebrews, may
have borrowed it from that Epistle. Still, the term has
not, in the Alexandrian writers, any more than in the
above-mentioned historians, the original definite mean-
ing of the Peripatetic school. Philo and Clement of
Alexandria were attached to the Stoical doctrine of
the dwdduc of the sopés (See Clement, Strom. vi.
c. 9., where he teaches, that the apostles had sup-
pressed even the allowable affections, as courage, joy,
&c.). According to this later usage, therefore, uergiora-
#:% must here mean, ¢ to moderate the affection of dis-
pleasure,” . e.: * lo shew indulgence.” The question

» Ho says of the wise man that he is not (éwafii) without pas-
sious, but that he moderates (usrgioxasii) his passions.

® The word affeotion is here employed to denote the state of
bging mentally affected, or moved by any capsp.— 77,
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now is, whether the word is exactly equivalent to the
ouuzad:i, iv. 15., ascribed to Christ. In a writer so ex-
act in the selection of his language as our author, a
reason must certainly be assigned for the interchange
of the words. Bihme has proposed the acute conjec-
ture, that the human High Priest is intended to be re-
presented as less capable of that complete sympathy
which dwelt in the Divine, and the #ddos, which he has
aara ussryra, would be, according to this conjecture,
not displeasure at sinners, but compassion with them.
So Stephen also appears to have taken the word.2
But, this conception of it makes it deviate from the
usage which lies displayed before us in numerous ex-
amples, in which uergrozad:hy never denotes any thing
defsct.ive, but always a virtue. If the interchange of
the words was actually intentional, the reason of it
might rather be sought in this, that, in the human
mediator his own sinfulness has been made prominent,
and hence his suzdd:iz is a non-anger (nichtziirnen),
an indulgence founded upon a feeling of guilt in him-
self, while, in the sinless mediator it is compassion for
the misery of the sinner.” Translators have greatly
differed in their views. The Ethiopian, into whose ver-
sion Glosses have found their way, translates as if he
had read x5 Bordsiv. The Syriac has given a circam-
locution, * who can condescend and sympathise ;” the
Arabian (in the Polyglot), who translated from the

* Stephen, in his Thes., says : ¢* Plane ezistimo usvouwabsiy
Aic XOVE ab apustolo usurpatum fuisse, et nova etiam construc-
fione pro eo quod in fine praecedentis cap. dizeral evuwabion: ;
eadem de re loguens, VEL POT1US rumuwalnens usva pispiowalsins,”

® In the same mauner, precisely, the acute Cameron gives a
reason for the distinction : ‘ misgiexabsiy duo in se complectitur,
quorum prius significalur voce mirgies, nempe iwuixsa, unde ori-
tur vel excusatio, vel, si res poscat, purgatio, quas virtus plerum-
que inde proficiscibur, quod memins: et nos esse homines, un-
de fit, ut de aliis non durius quam de nobismetipsis statu
Alterumvero est eumwrdbua, cum sensu alienae miseviae afficimur.
Ergo unico verlo inparixdrara causa et effectus significantur.,
Ergo Christus quidem evuwdexss nobis, at non pivgm-

wabi”
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Greek text, “he can forgive and be kind ;” the Copt.,
literally, «“ he can bear suffering with moderation ;"
Ambrose has affici; and, among the moderns, Beza
and Er. Schmid : qui possit quantum satis est miserers,
&e.

Interpreters differ as to whether dyvosiv be here put,
as in ix. 7., simply in the signification : fo sin. Like
our German Fehliritt (Angl. slip), and originally, also,
Vergehen (to take a false step), it certainly signifies
every kind of sin, although it primarily denoted only
(Irrthumssiinden) sins of ignorance or error. In the
context, we must regard the selection of this milder
expression as intentional, for the intention is seen in
the addition #Aavwuévorc. He who is uerpioradss to sin
looks upon it on the side in which it appears in a less
glaring light. For the same reason dosvese is chosen,
as in iv. 15. TIepixerrou, with the accusative of the
thing, is employed in speaking of the dress, and is,
therefore, a mark of the closest connection.

Ver. 3.—Comp. vii. 27.

Ver. 4—10.—Like the founder of the Levitical order
of Priests, our High Priest also, is chosen imme-
diately by God, and that, too, after the manner of
Melchisedek.

Ver. 4, 5.—It might appear that xa/ has not here
the vim explicativam, since a new and independent
thought is introduced, on which account Schulz has
translated : < further.” But this is not the case. The
apostle glances back to AawBaviuerog, ver. 1., and il-
lustrates the thought on another side, so that we may
always translate: “and indeed.” It would, however,
be more properly printed, as has been done by Gries-
bach, with the uncial letter. The author, as we have
already remarked, has introduced this thought merely
to lead the reader to the declaration in Ps. cx. The
affirmation made of all high priests, that they are call-
ed of God, is so far true as all Aaronites received their
appointment by God’s command, comp. vii, 9.10. In



232 CHRIST OUR HIGH PRIEST [cH. v.

proof of the divine installation of Christ into the office
of Priest the passage from Ps. ii., already quoted, c.i.
4., is first mentioned. It was there proved, that, to
the Messiah alone was given the lofty predicate of
Son ; here the author draws from the passage the in-
vestiture of the Messiah with the priestly office. It
may be inquired with what reason?p Our author no
more refers the yeyéwnxd o to the eternal generation
of the Son. than Paul does in Acts xiii. 33.* Both
these apostolic men refer the declaration to the period
of glorification commencing at the resurrection. Now
as Christ, from that time, makes His redemption effi-
cacious in the heavenly sanctuary, i. e. makes ever-
lasting intercession (see vii. 27.), so His resurrection
and glorification is conceived as the moment in which
He is declared priest. This conception is essentially
contained, too, in the passage of the Psalm itself. For,
the word of God, here cited, says the same thing as
ver. 6. of the Psalm, so that, to  beget,” and, to * con-
stitute king,” in point of matter, apgear to be the same.
Comp. Stier on the passage of the Psalm, and on Acts,
Pt. 1. p. 368. Thus, 1t is said, Rom. i. 4., that
through the resurrection, the Messiah was proved to
be the Son of God, and, in this chapter, ver. 10., His
sacerdotal dignity is represented as the consequence
of His reAsiworg.

Ver. 6.—We have here that very remarkable and
important declaration from the Psalm, the opulence of
whose stores is more fully displayed in c. vii. The
Psalm is of peculiar importance for the Christian in-
terpreter, in as much as Christ says in express terms:
David spoke in it & aveduors of the Messiah, Matth.

xxii. 44. ’Ev éréew, without rérw, occurs also in Acts .

xiii. 35.—'Iegsl¢, In the sense of doysegeie, is explained
at ver. 10. As the idea of this new priesthood is not
merely concentrated in one, but also limited to one, so
this gne Priest is that which the High-priest was in
the Levitical priesthood, Comp. vii. 23—25.—For

« 8ee Macknight, &c. on the passage.—7'r.
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rdZigthereis found in the Hebrew 1™ 1‘1, manner, way.

Now rd&i; may have this meaning also in Greek, im-
plying first position, then quality ; év vdEer swvég in the
quality of some one, Comp. 2 Mace. ix, 18. But, it
may also denote the order of the Priests, and so it is
taken by the Latin translator, and by Luther. It may
be objected, that this signification is not suitable here,
since Melchisedek had no series, or order of priests,
like himeelf. But, the objection has no weight; for,
as in Christ there appeared an antitype of his priest-
hood, it may be sau£ in a figurative sense, that Christ
belonged to the order, or series of the priesthood of
Melchisedek. Supported by this, Schulz has retained
the older exposition, and translates, * in the series
(Ger. Reihe) of Melchisedek.” Such an antithesis of
a twofold r@Zss isfound atvii. 11. 'We cannot, there-
fore, reject this conception of the passage, yet, we
confess ourselves more inclined to the former exposi-
tion, as, at vil. 15. (Comp. 17). the author himself
"seems to explain xwra rdgw by xar’ dueiérnra. The
Syriac, also, has : “ after the likeness ;”” the Ethiopic :
 according to the office ;” de Wette has retained Lu-
ther'’s translation.—The explanation of &/ riv aidva is
found at ch. vii. Comp. the first sentence there, and
likewise ver. 8, 16, 24P
Ver. 7. From ver. 7, 9., there is a cursory mention
of the nature of the Messiah’s sacerdotal work, which
is more fully displayed in ch. ix., and especially in ch.
x. Let us bestow some attention on mpogeiéyxas (See
Rem. on ver. 3.). His offerings, in external appear-
ance, were His tears—elsewhere (ch. ix. x.) His blood
—conceived according to the inward reason His 7a-
x09 (ver. 8. Rom. v. 19.), Comp. App. II.—On oo}
see at ii. 14, Comp. 1 Peter iv. 2, rdv ém/Aormor év
capxi Bidans yzbvov, 2 Cor. x. 3., &v casgxi wepireurolreg,
instead of which there is #v r@ cduars, xiii. 3. 2 Cor.
v. 6. The leading thought expressed by the verb. fin.
is, that Christ has rendered iwaxos : the partic. singles
out the chief fact of this vmaxo7, it appears at its high-
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est point in the last struggle ; hence, Phil. ii. 8., y=:6-
psvog brixeog wéyer bavavov, davdrov O oravpet.—The
participial proposition relates to the struggle upon the
Mount of Olives. As an acquaintance with 1t is at
once supposed by the author, it appears to follow, that
what is related in the three first Gospels concerning it
was spread throughout all the Christian church. The
gospel narrative makes no mention of tears ; nor is the
author here concerned with the historical details; he
reproduces the whole impression which that scene had
le& on his mind, and, for this purpose, makes use of
several émirarixi.® Since Christ, however,—a sign of
His more delicate organization, which made Him feel
pain more acutely—on some occasions shed tears,
when such would not have been shed by men other-
wise of deep sensibility (John xi. 35. Luke xix. 41.),
we must not regard this detail as an inappropriate
heightening of the picture. Manifold de7ioerc and ixern-
/s, also,—the synonimes are here employed to en-

ance the notion, Comp. John xvi. 20.: xiaboere xoi
Opmnoirs buei;, See Bornemann, Schol. in Luc. p.
XXi. et seq.—are not mentioned in that account, and
yet Christ prayed several times on the same subject,
John xii. 27.—The xeavy? ioyvad is, of course, to be
expected in an emotion so violent as to prevail over
the Redeemer to pray, not merely kneeling (Luke
* xxii. 41.), which of itself supposes a strong affection,
but, even weowy énl mpéowmov (Matth, xxvi. 39.). If a
more detailed testimony be desired, an appeal may be
made to the weooninsro ixreve oreooy, Luke xxii. 44.—
But, what” was the subject-matter of these prayers?
Not to be compelled to die? So, on the first glance at
the passage, we should be led to believe. It is im-
mediately added, however, that He was keard, there-

* Since Luke has given the most detailed account of the
passion in the garden, might we not venture to suppose, that
this part presupposes in the writer a knowledge of the Gospel
of Luke? and so leading us on this side, likewise, to the sup-

;;,mitlign of a connection of our author with the School of
au .
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fore, His prayers could not have had reference to any
desire of avoiding death, but, perhaps referred only
to His being freed from the anguish of dying, to
His endurance in the last weizaouoi. We must keep
by this view, if, as the Syriac, the Italic (exauditus a
metu), Calvin, Beza, Scaliger, Gerhard, Storr, Bohme,
Kuinol, de Wette, and Stuart do, we take s02dBsa in
the sense of fear. On the other hand, another class
of expositors and translators present us with a quite
different conception of the words d=d r%¢ s0AaBeiag. The
Vulgate has: pro sua reverentia ; in like manner the
Coptic ; the Ethiopic: ¢ because of His righteous-
ness ;” Luther, coinciding with the Vulgate : ** in that
He had God in honour” and so Chrysost: BodAseras ab-
rol deiSar 70 xovrlpdwuas Oy waAnoy 3 viig Xo2isog Tol Osol
(that the great deed was more His own than proceed-
ing from God’s grace), rosalrsn, gpnaiv, v abroi 7 ebAd-
B, wg xaui b voiwou wideisbou abrdy rdv @edr® Among
the moderns, Schulz, particularly, remarks, ¢ How is
it dpos:sible, with Storr and others, to find in this:”
¢ delivered or freed from thisfear or anguish ?” ElAd-
Be signifies neither more nor less than: ¢ reverentia.’
Now, wherein, according to this second view, consists
His being heard? Here, too, we might say: *“in
being freed from the anguish,” but, better:  in the
carrying out the wegaouds to défa,” as, according to the
representation of John, the time of death is also the
" time of the do¥aoués, John xii. 27, 28., xiii. 31., xvii.
1, Actsii. 22. 33, 1 Peterii. 21. 26Zen éx rod do-
vésov is not, indeed, elsewhere different from c7d ro
bavdrou (Matthid, Griech. Gramm. § 353. Anm.) ; but,
here éx might be urged, and it may be said, that the
prayer does not relate to deliverance from, but out of
death, Acts ji. 24. This explanation has, certainly,
much to recommend it ; yet Schulz should not have re-

8 He wishes to shew that the great deed was more His own
than proceeding from the grace of God. so that He says, it was
His (sréBua) reverence, that from this also He might reve-
reuce God.
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jectednor even spoken so harshly of the first exposition.
He should have read what Casaubon says on the pas-
sage : qui negant eihdBuay esse metum, parum sani
sunt, si negart passim ita usurpari Greects scriplori-
bus. EirdBeo has no doubt the meaning of fear, as
is proved by Krebs, but, particularly, by the numerous
examples in Wetstein. If this meaning be wanting
in our Lexicons of Classical Greek, the deficiency
ought to be supplied ; for, although the word original-
ly means, not anguish, but, anriety (siAzB37¢, one who
takes everything with consideration), yet, among the
Stoics, there had arisen a usage according to which it
corresponded, in some degree, to our considerateness
(Bediichtigkeit), care, apprehension (Besorgniss) ; but
in the age after Christ, it is quite usual in the sense of
Jear. Nay, in the passage before us, the word is pe-
culiarly appropriate in this meaning, more so than
@6Bog, or ragaxs. It was a nobler term, designating a
fear in which a man o) calsberar dad rol vodg abrol (2
Thess. ii. 2.). Hence, even the Stoics permitted the
sUAdBeic, but not the piBog. Diog. Laert., L.vii. 116,
says of Zeno: riv & edhdBuxv davriav pacly eho v@
@63, ofoav siAoyoy ixxhigv® And Plutarch, De virt.
mor. c. 9, says, the Stoics called joy and s0AdBsa not
aradsieg, but shradsiag, with perfect propriety : yiviras
yag sbwdbeia rol Aoyiowol o walog olx drvaugolvrog &N
xoouolvrog xel vdrrovrog év voi; owpgovobow.”  That our
author, possessing so accurate a knowledge of words,
selected this term by design may very readily be con-
ceived ; that he used the same word, xii. 28., and xi.
7., in its usual acceptation, is no valid objection against
this opinion. But, there are several other circum-
stances which excite a doubt respecting the second ex-
position. In it, dwd is taken as designating the more
remote motive. Now, this is quite admissible, al-

* That s/adfus was the expression opposed to fear, being
a rational hesitation.

® For the sbrafsin belongs to reason, which d-es not eradi-
cate (¢3 wddes) passion, but harmoniously arranges and com-
mands in those who are prudent.
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though we should rather expect 8i¢. In the first ex-
position there is a constructio pregnans, as at x. 22.
Comp. Ps. xxii. 22, DNRY YN JPL. More-

over, in adopting the second view, we should not
expect the pron. airei to be omitted after siAd-
Bea. It may be questioned, also, whether Christ
have been called ¢ios37¢ or sdraBis by the New
Testament writers ; the predicate pious (Ger.
Fromm) would sound somewhat strange if employ-
ed in the language of our church. But the follow-
ing counter-arguments are of more weight:—1.
The author has the garden of Gethsemane in view ;
now, there, the Redeemer’s prayer related not to His
glorification, as in the passages quoted from John, but
to His deliverunce from the cup of suffering. 2. That
ver. 7. treats of it is presupposed in ver. 8., in
which we find that the wadjuare were indispen-
sable. Accordingly, we say, the subject of His prayer
was, that the cup of suffering might pass away from
Him; but the hearing of it took place only in as
much as the Redeemer drank that cup as a Conqueror.
Let us here notice the remarkable circumstance, that
the struggles of the Son of God passed in seclusion,
and were witnessed only by the three confidential dis-
ciples :—how would it have been had His enemies
watched Him in that hour! But, as the full moon
comes forth from behind the thick cloud, He steps
forward immediately with the power of a God incar-
nate over the rudest minds among the crowds that
sought him, and, at His: “I am He!” they fall pros-
trate on the earth. This, and the manner in which,
as one e/dws o1 wavra didwxey alrd o warip el vag
Xsipas, xal 8r1 dwd Osob EHAe, xai wpds rdv Osdy bardyn
(John xiii. 3.), He supports every thing to the last
rerireoras, with full consciousness, was the e/gaxovddi-
vau dad shig sOAaBeiag.—On the ish of the fear of
death, comp. Beza’s long note om passage, and the
beautiful remarks of Ullmann, in his work on the
Sinlessness of Christ. (Students’ Cabinet Library of
Useful Tracts, No. 41.)
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Ver. 8.—The leading thought of this verse is, the
High Priest of the New Testament has shewn obe-
dience. But the dress is striking under which this
thought is brought before us, namely, He has learned
obedience, which seems to indicate that a period of
disobedience had preceded. The most awkward ex-
planation of this circumstance is that of Theodoret,
who says the declaration was made: imegBorsxai.
There is so little appearance of an hyperbole, how-
ever, that the expression might more properly be de-
signated a usiwoic, for the fact appears to be less af-
firmed of Christ than is due to Him. We might rather
say, that, for the sake of the Paronomasia, the thought
was clumsily expressed. But any thing of this kind,
in a writer guided by the Spirit of God, cannot easily
be admitted. 'When the apostles, as it is said, 1 Cor.
ii. 13., adapt pneumatic words to pneumatic truths
the thought governs the word, and not the word the
thought, especially when a false thought would di-
rectly spring from a different mode of expression.
But, here, also, the thought is quite accurately ex-
pressed. 'We do not merely call that fo learn when
something new is implanted,—he who thinks learns
to think. Calvin remarks: Verum id factum est nos-
tro respectu, ut experimentum specimenque ederet suae
subjectionis ad wmortem usque, QUANQUAM VERE HOC
pICI PoTEST, Christum morte sua ad plenum didicisse,
quid sit obedire Deo, quando tunc maxime ad sui ab-
negationem adductus est—The xaimep v viig points
out what is striking in the circumstance, that the Son
of God must learn obedience, and learn, indeed,
through suffering. Wherein lay this necessity ?
Firstly, In the fact, that thus only could the iraxos
be ascertained. Secondly, In that the iwaxo7 becomes
for us a foundation of salvation, as is expressed ver. 9.
and ii. 10. Comp. ch. x. and App. I1.—De Wette,
in his New Testament, has not taken the trouble to
express the Paronomasias; and in the New Testa-
ment these are, indeed, thrown so much into the
back-ground, as a matter of secondary consideration,
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that such a course must be approved of whenever the
sense is in danger of suffering in the slightest degree.
The far higher object of a close adherence to the text
ought in no case to be sacrificed to any thing of less
importance. Here, for instance, the imitation could
hardly have been accomplished without giving up the
word learned, which is essential. The phrase must
bhave run something in this way: ¢ Through that
which he endured he has obedience procured” (Ger.
er hat durch das, was er gelitten, sich den Gehorsam
erstritten’), in Latin : Quae nocuerunt docuerunt.
Ver. 9. 10.—As we have shewn more fully in App.
II., in the discussion respecting the meaning of s-
Asiody, there is, in these verses, a twofold subject of
importance, that of an infernal, and that of an exter-
nal perfectness: the Son of God attained, through His
well-endured weroouoi, the end or purpose of the full
xagd, xii. 1., and, along with it, the sessio ad dextram
Des, xii. 2. He is now become airiog swrngiag (aiTiog
is used by the classic writers, also, as a substantive)
for His brethren (ii. 10.), partly as His draxos is for
their good, partly as He makes continual intercession
for them, vii. 25.—This representative, and this inter-
cessory efficiency constitute the opus sacerdotale ;: hence
there follows, immediately, the thought, that He had
been called Priest. As the author applied the decla-
ration of Psalm ii. particularly to the glorification of
Christ after His sufterings, he has in like manner ap-
plied that in Ps. cx.—Tos imaxobovew wéowv brings for-
ward the necessity of the appropriation of the salva-
tion by the wisrig : where this appropriation takes place
the salvation is effectual for all, Comp. Rom. i. 16.

slg swrnpioy wavri T wi6TsbovTs.

Ver. 11—14. The great significance of the declara-
tion, that the Lord is high-priest after the order of
Melchisedek, gives rise to smportant doctrines, but,
alas, ye have lost the spiritual understanding for
such truths !
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Ver. 11. Adyos with the art.: * the particular one
which I have to propose.” Kas: “ to explain preced-
ing words, especially when it adds something stronger,”
Matthia § 620. d. : with woAls John, ch. xx. 30., has
preserved the Grecism, although that usage is not con-
stant in classical writers, Matthid, § 444. 6. Avgepus-
vsurog with the Inf., having the power of the Lat. Su-
pine. The addition of Aéyev was here necessary, in
order to render it clear, that égunisic denotes the elocu-
tio auctoris, not the interpretatio lectoris, tgunveia being
a technical expression also of the Grecian rhetoricians
for the elocutio of the Latins.—Teyévars should not
have been translated by Schulz, de Wette, and Kui-
nol, after Luther’s example, ye be, (Ger. seid), for non
olim sic erat ; in ver. 12., also, we find ysyéare, Comp.
x. 32.: dvapiuvionsals rig mpirepor uipcs. Besides, a
passage will not easily be found in the New Testament
where yiyowa stands for #wi, Comp., for instance, in
John i. 3, 15, 27, 30. v. 14. vi. 25. xii. 29, 30. xiv.
22., and, in our Epistle iii. 14. vii. 16, 20. xi. 3. xii. 8.
In classical language it properly denotes only: to be,
-when it is equivalent to: * have become physically.”
*Axoui is naturally the spiritual hearing.

Ver. 12.—Aua vov xpivov in consideration of the time,
by virtue of the time, Comp. &id rav ££w ver. 14—
Tive may be taken interrogatively, and, then, it will
receive a comma before it, and d:désxen will be trans-
lated passively (1 Thes. iv. 9, v. 1. Winer p. 315.),
and, thus it usually is: but, rnd, taken as a pron. in-
def., may be accented, and, then, the comma will
come after it; and, it is so accented, after the example
of Gronovius, by Bochme and Lachmann. In favour
of this it might be urged, that it brings out a more de-
finite antithesisto drdcisxaror.—DBut whatis the meaning
of Aéyse @sob? Schulz is of opinion, that it can only
denote the Old Testament prophecies, like Rom. iii. 2.
At the first glance, this opinion, opposed to all the re-
ceived views of the phrase, surprises us with as great
an appearance of truth as Schleiermacher’s view of
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the Aéyie xugiov in Papias. On comparing, however,

the ¢ riig dexiic Abyos rob Xpiorol, vi. 1., which is con-

nected by the &4, we cannot resolve to deviate from
the current explanation, which, by Aéyse ©:o, under-
stands the Christian doctrine. The division of the
whole New Testament by Photius (See Suicer, T'es.

ii. 248.) into xupraxd Aéyre and &mwosrolsnd, proves, in
opposition to Schleiermacher, that Aéyia could be said
of the gospels sec. partem potiorem, and against Schulz,

that the Christian doctrine could be called Adyia 50U
Kuglov, or, voi @:0l—The author does not say simplici-
ter 7o ororxsim, but, he defines the expression more

closely by rs dgxis, because, otherwise, it might be

believed that ocroryeiz meant only elements. ‘This-
Gen,, as also rij¢ dgxdic, vi. 1., have been cited by
Bleek as Hebraisms (see above, p. 32.), but scarcely

with reason. The Greeks employed the genitive to

express nom. comp., as beginning-elements, the geni-

tive generally serving to complete the idea, Thiersch,

Gramm. § 251. The contrast of milk and firm meat to

designate the various degrees of the truth is found, also,

1 Cor. iii. 2.; it is not so, however, in 1 Peter ii. 2.

Kai ob is of classical usage instead of ¢AX ob, Matthid,

p. 1224. -

Ver. 13.—This is a difficult passage. What is the
Abyog Srxauosivmg?  If dixeisivn be here employed in
its usual signiﬁcation, the phrase either means, gene-
rally, the doctrine of moral perfection, or, in specie,
according to Pauline usage, the doctrine of the éﬁfm.
ol éviimiov voi ©col, The former conception of the
phrase, with a reference to Matth. v. 20., is found in
Chrysost., Theoph., Oecum., and the Catholic expo-
sitors Zegerus, Justinian, and others; and, lately, in
Bretschneider, in his Lex., s. v.dxasosivy (Comp. xii.
11.). The other has been taken by Beza, Stephen,
Cappell, and Stuart. That the Pauline term &ixasosivy
évimiov ol @cod, or, xard riv @céy, is not unknown to
our author, is shewn by xi. 7.: that he knew the op-
position of a justification by xdgis, and one by the ful-
filment of the law, is evinced by xiii. 9. The reader

R
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may compare, in Paul, draxoviu rijs dixaroabvne, 2 Cor.
iti. 9., and ¢ Adyog rig xararrayis, 2 Cor. v. 19.
The mention of this doctrine in this passage, too, does
not lie beyond the scope of the context, for the doc-
trine of the priesthood of Christ xard riv vdEw M-
ocdéx contains, at the same time, that of justification.
Yet, it will appear, that neither of these views can be
here admitted. If, as the Greek Fathers prefer to take
it, dimoioolyn signified, according to Matth. v. 20, the
higher gospel holiness, then a more strict definition
would certainly be required; but there is nowhere,
in our Epistle, any mention of a more profound deve-
lopment of the moral law, of the higher gospel holi-
ness. And it appears, likewise, requisite that we
should have a closer definition, if the expression be
referred to the dixaioolvy évdimior voi Ocol, as the termi-
nus does not again occur in the whole of the context.
Besides, it must be confessed that, although in the
doctrine of the priesthood of Christ, contained in chap.
vii., the doctrine of justification is included it is still
not made prominent. From the context, we expect,
not a complaint from the author that his readers do
not understand justification from the life of Christ,
but, that they do not comprehend His higher sacerdo-
tal dignity, into which the Old Testament priesthood
had passed, as into the more perfect one. As he con-
tinues, moreover, vi. 1., 86 ...... =i ¢y redeidryro Pepdd-
webe, Chrysost. conjectured that drxasoslvy might be
equivalent in meaning to reAsidryg, and that, perhaps,
Adyog 7iig Oinasoshing marks the doctrine of the higher
sacerdotal dignily of Christ; so also Theoph. parti-
cularly, and the Scholiast in Matthéi. This significa-
tion has been approved of by most of the moderns,
who give the sense, however, with various modifica-
tions. Calvin says: accipit apostolus hoc nomen pro
integrilate cognitionis, quae nos ad perfectionem ducit ;
Dorscheus, who is joined by Calov: sermo de mysteriis
Justitiam salvificam explicantibus sublimior, plenior,
perfectior, solidior. Grotius interprets it of the reAess-
776, which is equivalent to the Alexandrian yviarg,
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didvaifig riv ypagiv, and acutely adds: vera cabala.

Accordingly, the most recent expositors give it:

perfectior doclrina, i.e. subtilior ; so Schulz, De Wette,
Kuinél, and Wahl. It is, however, remarkable that
these expositors get so lightly over the difficulty of
the author (who was completely master of all the
stores of the Grecian tongue,) having employed the
word dixascsivn, which, in the meaning here assigned
to it, neither occurs in classical Greek, nor is accor-
dant with Hellenistic usage; for where dmasociry is—=
reAesdrng it invariably means sanctimonia. An appeal
is made, indeed, to the meaning of dixasg, which,
like justus, in Latin, denotes the rightly constituted,
=0 aAndndy, Td pviaroy, and, to the circumstance, that the
adjective has been exchanged for the substantive, for
this reason alone, that the adjective would have been
liable to be misunderstood. But why did not the
author employ the very common adjective séAsrog, as
Paul has done, 1 Cor. ii. 6.; xiv. 20., or Adyes oepiag,
1 Cor. ii. 6.? Thus we see ourselves obliged to return
to the sense of Adyos drxasoslvng, which is current in
the New Testament, and to understand by it the doc-

trine of justification. That, then, the expression must
have been more definite we cannot directly affirm.

Paul, 2 Cor. iii. 9., calls the ministry of the Gospel,

without any stricter definition, dixxovice 775 dixasoslhing,

its ministers, diaxdvovg Srxarosivyg, 2 Cor. xi. 15., and

Rom. ix. 31.; the Gospel he calls viuos dixasosivng.

Why should not the reader have understood the ex-

pression Adyo; dixasooiimg? That our author does not

subsequently, disertis verbis, handle the doctrine of
justification, is true; but no one will deny that the

doctrine of the priestly office of Christ might have been
called, particularly, Adyo; dixasosiims. It is ackmow-

ledged that here he means the same thing which, at
vi. 1., he reckons in the state of the reheiérng, which lies
beyond the truths mentioned, vi. 1. 2., and which truth
he calls sbv riig dgx ¢ Myov 760 Xpiorob : this, indeed,
is the Christian Aéyog dinasosbvng. If a doubt, however,
be still felt respecting this view of the passage, per-
haps the ingenious notion of Bihme, who supposes
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here a play upon words, may be thought to merit a
more accurate examination. Aéyog dmasosivng, accord-
ing to this notion, means, in its first sense, sermo jus-
tus, i. e. loquela satis ad intelligendum composita, but
the phrase contains, through this meaning, an allusion
. to the doctrine of righteousness. The unusual expres-
sion becomes then less striking, as being selected
for the sake of the allusion. In favour of this viﬁw, it
may be urged, that the expositor will be in doubt
wh{ther, in ver. 14., he hxal;:simagery before him or
merely metaphorical style. Both, occasionally, pass
into one another, See on vi. 7, 8. To corroborate the
notion that they are only metaphorical expressions,
and, that then, also, aisdnrieix does not designate the
organs of sensation, but the orgams of spiritual
trial,—Comp. aiodnag, of spiritual experience, Phil.
i, 9.,—it may be argued, that the hurtful and the
useful are not distinguished by means of the or-
gans of sensation. V§: should prefer saying, as at
vi. 7. 8., that the discourse presents an image, but
the expressions are selected with reference to the
thing compared ; and hence, also, there is an incon-
cinnity in aisdyripie.  If this be the case, we shall be
tempted to make the figurative expression commence
at ver. 13., and vimios itself will then be employed,
with reference to its primary signification, in the sense
of in.fans, qui nondum fari queat. As examples of
such Amphibolic style may be mentioned, John iii.
20. 21.; ix. 5.5 xi. 9. 10. Rom. xiii. 13. It might
then be said, that, to express this peculiar sense, the
author chose the unusua{) expression in order to enable
him, at the same time, to make this allusion. Still,
the following, among other considerations, may be
considered as opposed to this supposition; the words
ydda, vimiog, TéAsiog, orepse Teopd, in verses 13. and 14,
are used, all of them, as it appears, not in their proper
but their tropical sense.

Ver. 14.—The contrast of vizig and réAsros with
reference to Christian insight is very frequent in Paul,
1 Cor. iii. 1. xiii. 11. Rom. ii. 20, Eph. iv. 14,
Paul, in like manner, frequently gives as a mark of
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perfection, that r&. diagizorra are perceived, Rom. ii.
18. xii. 2. Eph. v. 10. Phil. i. 10. °EZs, in oppo~
sition to diddearg (wp&fic), designates, aceording to the
philosophical usage of Aristotle, the inward quality or
habitude cleaving to a thing, also with relation to age,
Dion, Hal. De comp. verb. 1. 5.: év § wor’ &v ahuniq rs
xal £ 3 Comp. Schaefer on the passage.

CHAPTER VI

LET US NOT RETROGRADE IN KNOWLEDGE, FOR RETRO-
GRESBION EASILY LEADS TO APOSTACY.

Ver.1—8. Let us strive afler perfection in Christian
tnsight, for, when a decided apostacy takes place,

there is no return.

Ver. 1.—As: “as surelyno one will wish to be
considered a vjmiog.”—On the Gen.. r7s dgxfs, see ver.
12.—The reAeidrng is the state of the réisior mentioned
ver. 14.; according to the context, it is the condition in
which the Aéyos dixasosivng is known, which lies be-
yond the initial Adyo roi Xprorol. Dégeods, according
to de Wette, < we will turn us,” which is too feeble ;
Schulz,  pursue” (hintreiben); but, better, ¢ hasten.”
—The author now mentions six doctrinal points, which
do not constitute the essentials of the Christian Faith ;
and he intentionally selects, indeed, such articles as had
been, in some degree, known to those of his readers
who were of Jewish descent while they were yet Jews.
He brings forward these points in pairs, and connects,
by two and two, the doctrines which are more closely
allied.® If, on the one hand, it do not follow, because

* In what age and condition. .

b Bengel very correctly remarks:  Tria capitum paria.
quae versu hoo et sequenti enumerantur, ejusmodi erant, ut Ju-
daeus apud suos ex V. T. probe institutus ea ad Christianis-
mum fere adferre debuerit.” Directly the reverse of this was



246 RETROGRESSION IN KNOWLEDGE  [cir. vI.

he calls these elementary doctrines, that they are un-
important —he calls them also foundations—it is ab-
surd, on the other, to conclude. as is done by an Ame-
rican sect, * The Six Article Christians,” that, because
they are called foundations, they are alone sufficient to
constitute a Christian. — Epya ssxpd, found ix. 14.,
must be explained according to the analogy of misrig
vixgd, James ii. 17., dpuapria vexps, Rom. vii. 8. ; from
which it would appear that they are works which want
the living power of the love of God. So Epictetus,
Diss. 3, 23, 29., calls a philosophical Aéyos, vixpés when
it wants the inward convincing power. Iliovig éwi @siv
is not merely the belief that there is a God, but it in-
cludes, as it always does when iorig is construed with
¢/, émi, wpéc, the notion of confidence in, tendency to-
wards, God, Comp. onxi. 1. Hence, also, it is placed
in a closer connection with werdioic.

Ver. 2—The rite of reception into the community.
Instead of the sing. Bdwrioux, the author employs the
plur. of Bawrioués, his intention being to point out,
that, in their Jewish purifications, they already had an
analogon of baptism, Heb. ix. 10. As the émifeaig
xsioiwv is placed along with this in very close connec-
tion, it cannot be referred to the act of ordination, but,
simply, to the imposition of hands connected with
baptism, Acts ii. 38. viii. 14—19. xix. 1—6. Quite
in accordance with this, s is employed, not xa/. This
act, also, was known to the Jews, Numb. xxvii. 18.
23. Deut. xxxiv. 9. 2 Sam. xiii. 19.—With respect
to the last proposition, the moderns incline to the sup-
position, that the dvdoracis refers only to the dixaios,
the resurrection sensu eminentiori, as John vi. 40, 54. ;

the opinion of the older Reformed and Lutheran divines, name-
ly, that the writer enumerates only those articles which are
peculiar to Christianity. This opinion was arrived at through
the supposition, that the main articles of apostolical catechizing
were here enumerated. The more ancient catechists actually
believed themselves able to shew, that all Christian doctrines
might be included under those six leading articles. Comp., in
particular, Walch : De apostol. instit. catecheti
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the xgiua relates to the non-believing, because, other-
wise, in the last proposition, along with the xpiua, we
should expect the {w# aiwwog: so Gerhard, and, later,
Schottgen understood the passage. Besides, an appeal
might be made to this circumstance, that, with the ex-
ception of John v. 29., a resurrection of the non-be-
lieving is nowhere taught in the New Testament. If
we understand, indeed, by resurrection, a glorification
of the body, such cannot be conceived in non-Chris-
tians. Is it not singular that Paul, in such passages
as 1 Cor. xv., particularly ver. 55., takes no notice of
the é&éixos ? It may be added, that the doctrine of the
annihilation of the wicked is widely spread among the
Rabbins. And we might almost believe that the
judgment mentioned at ix. 27. of our Epistle is, for
the wicked, annihijjation. But, the doctrine of a resur-
rection of the unrighteous is pronounced in Dan. xii.
2.; and Acts xxiv. 15. unquestionably shews that, in
the time of Paul, the pharisees taught an dvderasg riy
@dizwy, in which the Apostle testifies that he also be-
lieved. We may conclude, too, from some passages
at least of the Talmud (See Corrodi, Geschichte des
Chiliasmus, I. 8.351.) that, according to it, the wicked
are not excluded from the resurrection. Qur author,
no doubt, taught no other doctrine on this point than
was taught by Paul and the Old Testament, and dvco-
raoig ought certainly to be referred to both classes.
But, whether xpiue likewise extend to both, or only to
the &dixor, as xgioig in John v. 24, and Mark iii. 29.,
denotes damnation, and whether, therefore, bliss must
be considered as included in the resurrection of the
just is more doubtful. From Heb. ix. 27. we might
venture to decide, that xpiuo relates to both parties.
Kopiwo. aidwioy, the consequences of which endure eter-
nally, like Adroworg, Srabdixnn aivwos, ix. 12. xiii. 20.
In Mark iii. 29., according to the rec. and Fritzsche,
we should read xgioig atidviog—still, we prefer audgrnua
aiwviov.

Ver. 3.—Our first object here is to decide as to
the reading. ACDE, a number of Codd. minusc.,
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the Armenian and Ethiopic versions, Theodoret, and
(Ecumenius, have the conjunctive worqowusv. The
external authorities in its favour, may therefore be
considered as preponderating; at least, 7ojowuey, by
the Eastern and Western sources, is justified equally
with aofooues, on which account Lachmann gives
both readings. Besides, it is known, that the Codd.
frequently waver between the fut. and conj. aor.
See Winer Gramm. p. 255. The demonstrative may
refer to the immediately preceding xaraBdAAcodos
euerior, or, likewise, to the more remote Pepwiuedoe,—
a construction, however, which is certainly a little
awkward. The Greek interpreters have decided for
the latter ; and so, too, all the moderns, with the ex-
ception of Abresch and Storr. It might even be sus-
pected that the conj. was a consequence of this ac-
ceptation ; for, if worfgousy refer to the reiterated state-
ment of the fundamental doctrines, the future only
can be used. 8till, we feel ourselves obliged to ac-
cede to the current opinion. Although it cannot be
denied that the retrospective reference to pepuiucdo has
something awkward in it, yet the proposition, *“ and
that will we do,” namely, “ again lay a foundation,”
would be still more awkward; for we should much
more naturally expect it to be connected by a xairos.
Add to this, that it would not then be easy to assign
a reason for the ydg in ver. 4., while it now connects
itself appropriately thus: *“ We must press on towards
the centre of faith, for retrogression brings apostacy ;
and to them who have already participated in the
Christian privileges of grace, and have fallen away,
return is impossible.— Emirpézen, according to later
usage, is: “ to permit, vouchsafe (gestatten).” See
1 Cor. xvi. 7. James iv. 15.

Ver. 4—6.—Here we have a practically important
passage,s in expounding which we must keep steadily

s Many theological doubts, the lot of those afflicted with
temptations, as it is expressed, are to be referred to the pas-

sage. See er. gr. Spener: Theol. Bedenken, iv. 634.; Letzte
theol. Bedenken, ii. 398,
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in view the exactly parallel section x. 26. et seq. The
rigour of the declaration here made appeared to
Luther so great as to make him dissatisfied with the au-
thor of the Epistle.® In our opinion, an opinion which
we will immediately endeavour to establish against
those who dissent from us, the result of both passages is
this: “ He who outwardly is thoroughly instructed in
Christianity, and has inwardly had all the experiences
connected with a life of faith, and afterwards, not
from weakness, but ixovsiw; (x. 26.), falls away
and, in such a manner, that the truth which he
formerly possessed he now holds for a lie, and thereby
profanes the Christ mithout him (ver. 6. x. 29. i sov
vitv Tol Q@sol xaramarioas xol 0 afua Th¢ Siabhang
xomdy qynecdueveg), and blasphemes the Christ mithin
him (x. 29. b mvsbua rig ydpimros iwBpivas), for this
man there is, subjectively, no renewal of a change of
mind (ver. 6.), and, objectively, no new sacrifice for
sins (x. 26. obxéri wepl Guopritv dmoheimeros Sveia).
According to the established truth, that it is the curse
of evil eternally to propagate evil, he has risen to such
a height of wickedness, that a return from it is im-
possible.”

As it is an indispensable duty in the theological in-
terpreter to explain Scripture by Scripture, and, be-

8 ¢ Besides,” says he, ¢ this Epistle gives us a hard knot
to undo; for, in ch. vi. and x., it directly denies and rejects re-
pentance for sins committed after baptism, and, in xii. 17., de-
clares shat Esau had sought repentance, and yet not found it,
which, as the words sound, appears opposed to all the Gospels,
and to St. Paul's Epistles. And although a gloss may be
made out of the passage, yet the words sound so clearly, that I
know not whether this would be sufficient.” It may be ob-
served, however, that Luther here understood the wagasizrur
and &usgedvy, as Chrys. and Theod. had done, of all gross
sins, and not of the pecc. contra Sp. Sanct: but, in the pas-
sage xii. 17., he totally misunderstood the word wsvdseas.
According to the explanations which, at a later period, were
received in the Church wlhich took his name, he would have
found no sturbling-block in these passages.
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sides, as the believing interpreter proceeds upon the
coviction that, amidst all the diversity of lypus doc-
tringe of the New Testament writers the basis of
their Cliristian consciousness is the same, our first
duty here is to collect together those declarations of
which the substance appears to be the same with that
of the passage before us, and to examine whether
they lead to the same result, which, if they do, will
confirm our exposition ; but, on the other hand, to in-
stitute a strict search after those declarations which’
appear to contradict our text. Of the latter kind is
1 John ii. 19., of the former are Matth. xii. 31, 32.
1 John v. 16. 2 Peter ii. 20, Let us commence
with 2 Peter ii. 20. Ilere the impossibility of return
is not affirmed, the latter end is only, the case being
supposed, worse than the beginning, in case the end
does not resume the beginning in a still more glorious
way. On the right understanding of Matth. xii. 31.
32. there have been recently promulgated various in-
teresting views, differing very widely, however, from
those formerly received. That difference, however, does
not affect the subject of inquiry. The present ques-
tion is simply,—whether an apostacy from the truth
once perceived, and completely entered into the con-
sciousness—let such apostacy be psychologically con-
ceived as it may—bring on a state of obdurateness
Jrom which there is no redemption. On this point the
more modern interpreters of that passage are unani-
mous, and they,—namely, Grasshoff and Gurlitt,—
agree in holding the spiritual condition designated in
that text as parallel with the condition described in
both passages of the Epistle to the Iebrews. Itis
likewise agreed among recent expositors, that 1 John
v. 16. cannot be regarded as a Xecided parallel. In
whatever way we may define wpds Scivaror, John does
not determine whether a wsrdvoia, in such a case, be
possible or not,—a circumstance remarked by Liicke,
—but merely desires, in order to keep holy the con-
sciousness of the Christian &dsApirng, that, for such a
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one, the prayer of brotherly intercession should cease.*
There remains for us, therefore, the consideration of
1 John ii. 19., which contains a declaration appa-
rently at variance with the result of all these pas-
sages. According to that declaration, it is impossible
for one who actually belongs to the Christian com-
munity, who is a genuine disciple, ever (éSégxeddar) to
fall off from it. As the above mentioned passages
form the praesidium for the doctrine of the Lutheran
church : renatos labi posse, so the last served the same
end for the opposite opinion of the Reformed church;
and, as the expositors of that church had recourse to
subtleties, in order to weaken the probative power of
the one passage, so the like subtleties were employed
by the Lutherans respecting the other: The Armi-
nian, and the more modern theologians, share, with

* The older expositors have usually taken &uagria
weis dévarov as a generic idea, under which the pece. contra
Sp. Sanct. was comprehended. The ample explanation
which Beza gives of 1 John v. 16. may particularly be com-
pared. He there shews, according to the doctrinal idea of the
Gospel, in the first place, that the distinction of pece. lethale
and veniale, in the Catholic sense, is inadmissible, that every
sin of the unregenerate is lethale, and makes this astounding
declaration, which evinces what a profound consciousness of
guilt was habitually felt by the men of that period: “ hine viden-
tur crudeles, qui totam hominis non regenerati naturam jam inde
a primo conceptu ream aelernae mortis peragunt, et qus promini-
mis (ut vocant) peccatis commoventur, QUUM POTIUS MIRARI
OPORTUERIT TANTAM ESSE DEI BONITATEM, UT VEL OB
UNUM UNIUS PECCATUM TOTUM ORBEM TERRARUM FUN-
DITUS MILLIES NON PERDIDERIT. He then determines that
every regenerate person (according to him = eleclus) may
fall into the same deadly sins as the unregenerate, with the ex-
ception of one, which is the pece. contra Spiritum Sanctum, und
that this sin is here, in John, to be understood xa' ey un-
der the name peccatum lethale. Consequently, in accordance
with the doctrinal idea of the Reformed church, the possibi-
lity of the pece. contra S. S. is supposed with regard to those
alone in whom the Spirit of God has worked imperfectly.
Comp. Calvin, Instit. L. 3. c. 2. § 11. Beza, Coll. Mompelg.
p- 463. 465. 467., also his Quaest. et respons. p- 127.
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those of the Reformed church, in the interest to re-
move the impossibility, not so much of apostacy as
of renewal. But the theologians of the Romish
church, too, were seduced into the employment of
subtleties in interpreting our text; thus, sagazizrem
was referred, by the Novatians, merely to mortal sins,
such as murder, adultery ; and, by them there was de-
rived from the passage the doctrine : lapsos in pecca-
tum lethale non posse ad penitentiam restitui.  With
respect to Heb. vi., some of the Fathers (Jerome Ad
Jovin ii. 3.), and Roman Catholic expositors (Eras-
mus, Zegerus), in controversy with the Novatians,
moreover Calvinists, modern Supranaturalists (Chr.
Schmid, Storr), and Rationalists, and some, also, of
the older Lutherans, as Flacius in the Claves, rested
their argument upon the &ddvaror. The word, how-
ever, is not taken so strictly in Matth. xix. 26. It
declares only an impossibility on the part of man, and
does not exclude an extraordinary efficacy on the part
of God, by which the impossible is rendered possible.
Calvin, and, after him, Beza, scorn this mode of
escape from the difficulty. The former says, there is
nothing to hinder: quominus reprobos etiam gustu gra-
tiae suae adspergat (Deus), irradiet eorum mentes ali-
quibus lucis suae scintillis, afficiat eos bonitatis senswu,
verbumque suum utcunque eorum animis insculpat.
Alioqui ubi esset illa TEMPORARIA FIDES, cujus memi-
nit Marcus, c. iv. 17.2 Like Beza, in the Rem.
upon the former passage, he supposes, that, in order to
commit the sin against the Holy Ghost, it is not ne-
cessary that the sinner should be in a state of regene-
ration, properly so called, and full experience of all
the gifts of grace. Some theologians, as Alberti,
Braun, and Stuart, even attach importance to ysvoa-
wévoug, as if it only denoted a GUSTARE extremis labris.
Other Calvinists have adopted much more violent
expedients, either urging the partic. rapameadvras : « in
case they should fall away (but which does not hap-
pen),” or, the inf. active dvaxanien, namely, * a man
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cannot renew them, but God can.” Several of the
Lutheran expositors, again, as Seb. Schmid and
Spener, in order to escape from the force of 1 John ii.
19., referred é£ Audv to the college of the Apostles,
and the sense is given by Spener thus:  their wicked-
ness must not be attributed to us, since they were,
even when they went out from among us, not of us,
neither sent by us, nor certainly partaking of our
truth ; for, had they been sent by us, and been still
partakers of our doctrine (at the moment of departure),
they would also have remained outwardly among us.”
Recent interpreters, both the expositors of this Epistle,
and those o;ptbe Epistles of St. John, have altogether
omitted the consideration of the opposing passages.
Liicke, on 1 John ii. 19., has not even made mention
of the passages in Hebrews, far less attempted to
shew the unity of their contents.

Our opinion, which we advance with deference, is
the following :—John certainly says, that those be-
longing, in the full sense of the expression, to the
number of His disciples, never leave him again, as He,
the good Shepherd himself, said, no one shall pluck
them out of His hand, John x. 28. But what is the
meaning of, to belong to Jesus? It means to hear
His voice, to follow Him, John x. 4. 27.; but what
means, to belong to the number of his disciples, in the
full sense? This means not merely to be ierticipant
in those objective privileges of grace, which are enu-
merated Heb. vi. 4. 5., but, subjectively, to fulfil all
the conditions which the Saviour has laid down ; above
all, wivew iv adrgi aal év v Ayw abdrot, John viii, 31.;
xv. 4. 5. 1 John ii. 24.; iii. 6. Comp. Col. i. 23.
1Tim. ii. 15.; vi. 8. 2 Tim.1iii. 14. Whoever abides
not in Him is cast forth, John xv. 6.; whoever, on
the contrary, abides in Him, becomes more and more

* Thus, algo, two of the Lutherans, Bengel and Schittgen.
The f(_):-mer immediately after &3Jrarer remarks: impossibile
hominibus, quamlibet idoneis. But he also declares that, accord-
ing to his opinion, the condition here described is not necessa-
rily to be connected with the blasphemia in Spir. Sanctum ;

c}d, ta;;,m, says he, amara animae constitutio PROPE eadem est,
¢f. x. 29,
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Jree from the temptation of sin, John viii. 32., he
keepeth himself from the wicked one, so that he can-
not touch him, 1 John v. 18., he shall more and more
taste how sweet the word of the Lord is, 1 Peter ii.
3., so that, when he has once drunk of the water, he
will desire it ever more, Ecclus. xxiv. 28, 29., he will
be inseparably one with his Lord.  Accordingly, it is
quite correct to say, that no one plucks His out of His
hand, in case they fulfil the conditions established by
Him, in case they abide in Him. Then is verified
in them, that He who is in them is greater than he
who is in the world ; and, that faith overcometh the
world, 1 John iv. 4.; v. 4. But in our passage, and
in chap. x., the subject matter respects those who,
having, objectively, had all the experiences of Grace
which fall to the lot of the Christian, do not fulfil the
subjective conditions, and, therefore, finally fall away.
We, consequently, agree with the Lutheran Church
in this, that he who is led into the whole compass of
Christian experiences may yet cease o abide in them ;
but, we say also, that he who abides not in them was,
at the very time when he had those objective experi-
ences, mnot subjectivly true to them, otherwise, there
would have been fulfilled in him: forig txes, dodnosras
abr@ xoi wepiocevbiosTas, so that he would have abided
in them and not have fallen away ; that, on this ac--
count, therefore, by the Reformed Church of Germa-
ny, such a one is, with reason, not reckoned in the
full sense among the number of His disciples. Whence
it follows, that ke mwho, in the full sense, belongs lo His
disciples can be known only EX EVENTU, agreeably to the
conclusion which John himself draws: & yio Fow £3
nuay, wepevgreigay &v wsd nwiv. The Lutheran dog-
matics, therefore, draw a distinction between renati and
electi, bestowing the latter name only upon those in fide,
dilectione, et studio sanclitatis finaliter perseverantibus.
In conclusion, we must not pass unnoticed an attempt,
proceeding upon the supposition of the Apocatastasis,
to remove the presupposed possibility of eternal danx-

1 See Macknight, Hak'ane, &e¢. —7'r.
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nation contained in this declaration. It isfound in
Hasenkamp’s Journal; -Wahrheit zur Gottseligkeit
Hft. III. s. 307. According to this view, the fire
which burns down the field is merely a purgalorial
fire,

. Ver. 4—Asat ver. 1.2, the first stage of Christian
insight was denoted by three truths, which were known
likewise to Judaism, so here the state of complete
Christian experience is in the same way denoted by
three articles, which may be compared with the Pau-
line Triad, Faith, Hope, and Love: 1. Illumination
and tasting of the bread of Life. 2. Participation in
the Holy Ghost as the guiding principle of the Chris-
tian Life. 3. Tasting of the precious promises of the
Juture, and of the powers even of the world o come.
The main points are connected by za/, the inferior by
sé. The style is particularly elevated, and falls into
rythm ; several Dochmian members of verses, especi-
ally, may be pointed out in the passage. ®wriden, ac-
cording to Pauline usage, Eph. i. 18. iii. 9., to impart
the light of true knowledge, with relation to Christ as
the true light of the world (Eph. v. 14. John i. 9.).
According to the most uncient usage, in the language
of the Christian Church, baptism was called, per met.
adjuncti, pwricuéc, as Justin (Apol. I. c. 80. ed. Grabe)
says : as pwrilov piv Ty didvoiay sV Taira pavlavévrwn®
While this usage, and the high opinion of the value of
baptism, prevailed during tﬁe rst centuries of the
Church, it is not to be wondered at if this signification
was adopted, in the passage before us, by the ancient
interpreters ; thus the Syriac, Theodoret, Theophy-
lact, and more recently, Krnesti and Michaelis. But,
it is opposed by the usage of Paul, and likewise that
of our Epistle; for, in ch. x. 32., where the word again
occurs, it must be expounded according to ver. 26. of
the same chapter, a passage parallel to that under con-
sideration, and in which it runs thus: were b 2afeh

* As enlightening the mind of ali those who learn these
things.
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iy ixiyywen i dAndeies. In our exposition, too, the
amplifying proposition construes better with ré. It
represents the enlightenment as something perceptible
by the whole man, asa consciousness. The dwpedt is
just the Christian s objectively taken (Comp. John
iv. 10.) ; it is called éwougdrioc, inasmuch as it is not in-
vented by man, but givex by God, Comp. év rois éxou-
pavios; Eph. i. 3.—It may aggeﬂ singular that the
svilpa dyiov is yet distinguished from this dwzed, since
to believe and to be enlightened presuppose the pos-
session of the Holy Ghost (1 Cor. xii. 3.), who is Him-
self, Acts viil. 19. 20., called a dwged of God. But,
on the one hand, the “pirit of God may, as the bearer
of the awakened Christian life, be distinguished from
the truths of salvation of which the mind has become
conscious ; on the other hand, the communication of
the Spirit, in the primitive church, came more visibly
before men than it does at present: The duvdus are
connected with it, see Gal. 1. 2. 5—On the part, ye-
wmbsic, and on the constr. of yebsobas, c. acc. in ver. 5.
Comp. above p. 31., note.

Ver. 5. The older interpreters referred xardv ©:ol
gina to the Gospel, in_specie to the tidings of Grace,
1n contrast to the burden of the Law, Acts xv. 10.
Matth. xi. 28. 20. In adopting this view, however,
we see no cause wherefore this should form a particu-
lar member of the proposition, as it is already implied
in yevsauivivg Tig Swoeis tig émovgavicu ; besides, the
amplification connected by ré would be less suitable.
The moderns have, therefore, rendered ¢7ua better by:
promise, as frequently in Q51 =27, Josh. xxi. 45.

xxiil. 14.  Jer. xxix. 10. xxxiii. 14. 1 Kings viii. 29.
The promise of Canaan, especially, was a type of the
promise of the everlasting land of rest (c.iv.), and,
our author gives particular prominence to the notion,
that, through Christ, access has been opened to a
blessed futurity. The explanatory proposition suits
itself excellently to this exposition. The perception,
that this world and the world to come form no rigid

e ——————




CH. V1.] LEADS TO APOSTACY. 257

contrast, but, rather, that the Christian here bulow
possesses eternal life, is not, as has been sometimes
affirmed, peculiar to John, being common to him
and Paul. The latter Apostle propounds it, however,
under another form ; he calls the Spirit of God, which
the believer here receives, the earnest, the first fruits
(Eph. i. 14. 2 Cor. i. 22. Rom. viii. 23.), upon
which follows the full sum, the harvest. Our author,
also, regards the powers of life prevailing in believers
as having flowed from the other world.

Ver. 6. The inf. act. avaxaniZew is not different in
sense from the inf. pass, Comp. on v.1l. ’Aja-
xeewilen el werdvoiay, that kind of removation from
which a change of mind proceeds. In the following
words, which have received many very perverse in-
terpretations, we must keep constantly in view the pa-
rallel passage x. 29. They give, in agreement with it,
this simple sense: What the carnal Israel did out-
wardly those who harden themselves do inwardly;
that is, while they renounce the Son of God, they
place themselves in the position of the unbelieving
Jews, they must approve of the crucifixion of Ilim who
made Himself equal with God, count His blood as
aondv, and, with that, repeat inwardly the wicked deed
of the crucifixion. Bengel: qui efficaciam crucis
Christi pridem exantlate non credunt, vel jure cum a
Judaeis crucifixum putant, perinde faciunt, ac si
Christum dicerent denuo esse crucifigendum ; cf. Rom.
X. 6, 7 (which passage in a certain respect may no doubt
be compared). The dve, in dvaoravzeiy, is, therefore,
not to be taken locally : “ to fasten up upon the cross,”
making the comp. synonomous with the simpl.,
but temporally ; the part. may be taken causally,
and resolved by quippe qui.  Yilv @:wb is inten-
tionally used, similar to Acts iii. 15.: « Ye have kill-
ed the Prince of Life.” ‘Eavrci; has been very vari-
ously conceived ; most commonly as dat. incomm. In
this part of the context it is better taken thus: for
themselves, in contrast to coram omnibus, and, there-
fore, denoting the inward character of the deed. It

s .
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would, consequently, be a dative of reference, or of di-
rection, Matth. xiii. 14. might be compared, avazAn-
goUras wlroi 7 wpopnseia, . e. with respect to them.
Ver. 7, 8.—The same truth is here expressed figu-
ratively, Divine increase rests upon the ground
which brings forth fruit answerable to the divine
blessing,—a curse upon that which deccives the
hopes. Let us first remark, that, as is frequently the
case in the Hebrew parallelismus verb., the definition
of the first proposition, 7 @wlox x7A., is to be conceiv-
ed as added to the second. Let us observe, also,
that, as above, perhaps, v. 13, 14., and frequently in
comparisons (Matth. v. 25. vii. 10. Luke xi. 39.),
the words of the comparison are selected with refe-
rence to the thing compared, in which cases the com-
parison passes into metaphor. There is very nearly
an exact correspondence in the parts of compari-
son. The rain from heaven falls upon both soils
—a beautiful image for the divine gifts of grace
g:mes i. 17. v.7.); the one drinks it in and bears
it, as the master of the soil wishes (John xv. 8, 16.
Matth. xxi. 43.), the other produces weeds: God
blesses the former, so that it grows green and blos-
soms (Gen. xxvii. 27.), and rejects the latter, nay,
almost curses it (Gen. iii. 17.), so that, at last, it is
burned down. The extension of the thought, in the
last proposition, arises from the desire of the author to
express himself with forbearance, keeping his readers
in view, of whom he did not expect that any would
proceed so far (Comp. ver.9, 10). In consequence
of this regard to persons, he selects an expression
that marks, at the same time, the future punish-
ment (Matth. iii. 10. vii. 19. xiii. 30. John' xv.
6.).—Ver. 7. The part. aor. #oioa stands first, then
the praes. rixrouoe, because the latter is related to the
former as effect to cause. A/ olg is not used instead
of 8i 4v; the writer does not mean the labourers of
the ground (Matth. xxi. 33. 1 Cor. iii. 9.), but the
possessors. Kea/ does not imply in addition to, i. e. so
that the labour is added to the blessing of heaven,
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but even, just (eben), as vii. 26., if we read there,
with Lachmann, xa/ #mperer, comp. Hermann on
Viger, p. 831. Zell, 4d Arist. Eth. 1, 2. Luke fre-
quently places it with the relative, just because the re-
lative always brings forward something new, Luke vi.
13, 16. x.'39 (1 Peterii. 8.). In some passages of
that Evangelist it can scarcely be translated. The
curse of God made the earth unfruitful, Gen. iii. 17.;
the curse of Christ made the fig-tree, which had no
fruit on it, for ever barren, Mark xi. 21.: unfruitful-
ness and the divine curse are therefore interchange-
able ideas. “Hg refers to y%, comp. Gy b réhog dmui-
Aese, Phil. iii, 19. Eig xatow put instead of the nom.
# xalos, as it is a frequent formula from the Old Tes-
tament, comp. LXX. Isa. x1. 16. xliv. 15.

Ver. 9—12. The worst, however, is not to be feared in
the readers, but this earnest warning is rather to ex-
cite them to greater zeal.

Ver. 9.—With the same gentle kindness with which
Paul everywhere, but especially in the second Epistle to
the Corinthians, moderateshis chastening language, our
author here, and at x. 32. et seq., passes from the most
cutting severity to terms of familiar confidence.
As Paul, in such cases, immediately after the sharpest
expressions, adds an &dsApoi, rexvie (Gal. iv. 12, 19.),
so the writer follows his admonition by dyamyroi. *Exd~
fusvoy owrnicesis a Classical periphrasis of the adjective
notion; hence Bohme has well remarked : kaud in-
salutaria. So early as Herodotus we find a similar
use, that of r& éxduevd Tiveg, as the circumlocution of
the genus of a thing : 7 vé dvergdirw éxdueva L c. 120.,

uae sunt de genere insomniorum, and in Plato and
ucian as a circumlocution for the adjective. Our
author has selected this mode of expression for the
sake of the parallel with xardeas éyyi¢, on which ac-
count the German translation must retain the nale
(near). Schulz has: “what has bliss as its conse-
quence (was die Seligkeit zur Folge hat).”
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Ver. 10, 11.—The more strongly faith and love
have shewn themselves in the Chnstian the more has
he conformed himself to a life in Christ, and the
greater, therefore, is the inward improbability of apos-
tacy. Now, since we must regard it as a Divine ar-
rangement, that the more a man yields himself to
the kingdom of light the more strongly he is attracted
by it, the author founds his firm confidence in God,
not upon Divine grace, but, on Divine justice, inas-
much as, in that relation, not merely the fact of the
proof of God’s love towards the unworthy is repre-
sented, but, at the same time, His recompensing jus-
tice (Rom. vi. 16). In other passages of Seripture,
also, the salvation which shall be the portion of the
good is represented as an effluence of recompensing
Jjustice, 2 Thess. i. 6, 7. 2 Tim. iv. 8. Upon this the
Catholic dogmatics found the doctrine of the meritum
condigni. The older Protestant dogmatists replied to
this, that the subject-matter here is not a just:lia RE-
TRIBUTIONIS, but PROMIssIONIS divinae, as Ambrosi-
aster expressed himself, In Rom. 3.: Justitia Dei dici-
tur, quae est misericordia, quia de promissione ori-
ginem habet, et cum promissum Dei redditur, justitia
Dei dicitur. Thus dixasg would be here equal to
wiorég, comp. 1 Johni. 9. 1 Cor. x. 13. 1 Peter iv.
19. The form of this requital is, perbaps, less satis-
factory. Itis said: God rewards the good man accord-
ing to His justice, afler he has in Christ placed
himself in such a relation to Him as then subsists.
This induced Calixtus to offer no opposition to the
term Merit, taken in a certain lax sense (Adnolt. ad
conc. Trid. sess. 6. n. 18.). The Protestant dogma-
tists, also, feel obliged to adopt the term Reward
(Lohn), as it is a Biblical one, and define it more closely
by: Rewardof Grace(Gnaden-lohn). Merit,however,
in the Roman Catholic sense of the word, is not con-
tained in the declarations cited ; for, 1. If there be, on
the side of God, a DEBITUM praemiandi, there is also,
on the side of man, a DEBITUM praeslandi, but the
servant has no smerit. 2. All human performances

v
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bear no proportion to that which is left undone.
3. All strength comes from God.

Toi xémov, before ris d&ydans, should be decidedly
removed from the text, there being a preponderance
of authorities against the words. If regarded as ge-
nuine the phrase would be a reminiscence of 1 Thess.
i. 3. (see above, p. 28.), but it was precisely the re-
semblance of the passage before us to that other—
ver. 10. the dydan, ver. 11. the éri¢, and, at the be-
ginning, £ Zpyov also collectively taken, as at 1 Thess.
1. 3. (likewise James i. 4.)—which gave occasion to the
interpolation of 7ol xémou. If we omit it, the resem-
blance of the two passages is then too slight to entitle
us to assume a reminiscence. Yet the manner in
which the author continues, ver. 11: “ may vou ap-
prove yourselves with respect to the éAxic also,” as we
see, from other circumstances, that he is acquainted
with the Pauline Triad (see above, p. 28.), allows us
to suppose, that he wishes 73 Zpyov to be considered as
a designation of fgyo wioriws. Assuming this, we
have the Pauline order in the exhibition of this
Triad, from which Paul himself departs only in 1 Cor.
xiii. 13., and then from an obvious cause.

On ver. 11. comp. the Rem. on iii. 14,

Ver. 12. The end must be obtained by a struggle ;
in the struggle he will not be slothful who always
keeps the end in view ; and this state of mind takes
place through hope (ver. 19, 20. x. 23. xii. 1, 2, 4.
et seq. Rom. viii. 25.). On paxgeduuio see vi. 15.

Ver. 13—20. It verily becomes us to have an im-
moveable faith, like that which Abraham founded
upon the promise, Gen. xxii., as God's faithfulness
in itself, and His oath besides, is our surely for this
promise,

Ver. 13—15.—Although the author, ver. 12,, in
speaking of the xAngovoustisss, bad in view several of
tﬁe historical examples, which he enumerates ch. xi.
—he employs the part. praes., because he presentiates
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the history to his own mind (comp. the wavering
reading James v. 11.)—yet, certainly, the example
of Abraham appeared to him conspicuous above the
rest, as Abraham had particularly preserved the
wiorig, and, with it, the dwouovi. In James v. 11.Job
is cited as the most eminent example of the iwousiv-
avree, T'dg has no close connection; according to
the sense it relates to ver. 14.: ¢ for Abraham shewed
such paxgodvuic, after God had given him such
assured promises.” In Rom. iv. 13. et seq. we have
a more minute developement of the Umouovs of the
Patriarch. The Divine declaration is taken from
Gen. xxii. 16, 17., and so changed according to the
wants of the author, that, here, instead of #anfuvi o
orégua ow, we have o employed—in point of fact,
the increase of the Patriarch’s posterity is an in-
crease of himself. "H w#vis a formula of an oath.
Lachmann has, in accordance with the external
authority of Codd. alone, adopted the senseless read-
ing ¢ w7y, which is certainly a mere slip of the
pen. The manner in which the dignity of an oath is
spoken of here, and at vii. 20., may serve as a proof
that, at least, this apostolical writer, and, certainly, the
Christians of the apostolical age in general, did not
except against the use of an oath. Oaths are every-
where sworn by things that are sacred to man, tha¢
are placed above him ; and the idea upon which the
oath is based is, that he who swears will lose this
higher object, if the object be a Divinity, that he
will forfeit the protection of that being. Comp. my
Comm. on the Sermon on the Mount, Bibl. Cab.
Vol. VI. The construction of éusivos with xard,
c. Gen. (marking the direction, Bernhardy, Syn-
tax, s. 238 ), which occurs also in Matth, xxvi. 63.,
is Classical.

Ver. 16—18.—It may appear strange, that the oath
which God swore in making the promise to Abraham
should be cited as a support for the faith and hope of
Christians. Whoever has maturely considered how
Paul, Rom. iv. 17, 18. and Gal iii. 8, 16., expounds
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the Old Testament promise will entertain no doubt
that our author here follows the same view with that
Apostle. That promise, in its more obvious sense,
was referred by the Apostle to the great posterity of
the Patriarch according to the flesh, but, in its deeper
import, to the spiritual posterity, whose Father and
antesignanus Abraham is in faith. Comp. the Dis-
sertation on Gal. iii. 16., in my Literary Advert.
1833, No. 31—34., which I have added to the first
Appendix as a Supp. Although our author con-
ceived thus of the Divine declarations, it served as a
consolation to the Christians, who had indeed already
received, in its beginnings, the fulfilment of this
¢bRoyia in Christ, but expected the full xAngovouia in
another world. (Ecum. says: nuefs yag oi xAngovémos 76
dmayyshiag, of xar’ éxayytNiov oxigue ovres v@ * ABgad
— o008y ydig v Eregoy xoui vo wirs wsh dpnoaw irayyshhipera,
3 % wéAhovoo éAwic viw morin.*— Ev ¢ must not be
taken, with the Vulgate, Bengel, Bohme, and others,
as qua in re, whereby ; Luther rightly perceived,
that ver. 17. is connected with ver. 16.; é ¢ is cau-
sal: « wherefore,” as Schulz and De Wette have ren-
dered it. Hence, also, ver. 16. should not be termi-
nated by a point. In accommodation—the author
means to say—to the manner in which men confirm
their covenants, God has, to the certainty which lies
in every one of His words, superadded that of an as-
severation by an oath—these are the dlo mpdyuara.
*Ev ofs, whereby, quae cum adsint. Oi xarapvybire
are thus annotated by Calvin: Hoc verbo significat,
non aliter Deo vere nos fidere, quam dum praesidiis
omnibus aliis destituti ad solidam ejus promissionem
confugimus, et statuimus illic nobis unicum asylum.
Bengel wittily remarks: Confugimus—nvelut a NAU-
FRAGIO, sequilur dyxvgav. Kgarroas, inf. of intention,

* For we are heirs of the promise, being the seed of Abra-
ham according to the promise—for those things which were

promised with the oaths were nothing but the future hope
of believers.
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immediately joined with the part. xurapuyérreg. The
éhaig is represented as a PBuui;, Eurip., Iph. in Aul.
v. 911, Tlgoxseiwivn leads the mind to the image of
the race-course and the goal (réigea), comp. xii. 1, 2.,
hence iA%/; must be taken objectively, comp. érwric
awonsiusyy v obparvois, Col. i. 5.; Tit. ii. 13. e 7Y,
in ver. 19., refers back, however, to the subjective
signification of it; as the object hoped for by means

faith is a present one (xi. 1.), the objective and
subjective significations are closely connected, and, in
Rom. viii. 24. there is such a transition from the one
to the other.

Ver. 19, 20.—A beautiful double image: 1. The
world is the sea—the mind is the vessel—the bliss
beyond this world the distant coast—the strong hope
in Faith the anchor, which prevents the vessel from
being driven to and fro by the waves. 2. The world
i the Fore.court—the human mind the uninitiated—
the bliss beyond this world the sanctuary—Christ the
Priest, who gives the consecration, so that the unini-
tiated may enter through Him into the sanctuary.
The former image is found also in xi. 13., the latter is
based upon the noble idea of the general priesthood of
Christians. The expression ésuiregov 705 xasamerdowa-
rog directs us back to the LXX., where the Holy of
Holies, lying behind the vail, is so called, Lev. xvi. 2,
12, 15. Comp. Numb. xviii. 7. In Philo, De vita
Mosis, L. 3. p. 667., there is found a distinction be-
tween xdivupe and xaraziracua, the latter only bein
said to denote the vail of the adytum ; but, the Alex-
andrian translators, Josephus, and even Philo himself,
do not invariably abide by this distinction. Still, our
author has no doubt in mind the entrance to the
Holy of Holies; for, in other passages, he lays a stress
upon the circumstance, that Christ opened an entrance
to it, ix. 12. x. 19, 20. The latter passage explains
also the Uwip 7uév. Parallels in matter for the notion
of the fxgﬁlgo,a,oc are ii. 10. Acts iii. 15., and, most
probably, I Cor. xv. 23. On the whole representa-
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tion of the Holy of Holies in heaven the reader may
compare the exposition of viii. 1.

The author having, by the animadversions and ex-
hortations which extend from ver. 11., awakened in
his readers a feeling of intimate dependence upon the
salvation offered to them in Christ, now passes on, at
the close of the sixth chapter, to display the riches of
the declaration, that Christ is a Priest after the order
of Melchisedek.

CHAPTER VII.

Ver. 1—3.—That which lies in the type of Meleohise-
dek, in so far as he is the representative of an ever-
during Priesthood.?

Ver. 1—3. The remarkable declaration of Psalm ex.
4, demanded an investigation into the resemblance ob-
taining between the priestly office of Christ and that of
Melchisedek. This gives the author occasion to enter
into a typical exposition of those few words in whichthe
history of the enigmatical priest-king is recorded (Gen.
xiv.). Strange and inexplicable this man stands before
usin history—a priest of the true God, of that God whom
Abraham worshipped, at atime when Paganism reigned
on every side, and Abraham alone, of all his family,

* Expositors have, in this chapter, given the connection very
defectively. It has escaped their notice—Bengel alone draws
attention to the point, although not sufficiently—that, properly
speaking, the chap. contains an exposition of the words of the
Psalm juvi. 20. Ver. |—3. give us those words nga'n. Ver.
4—10. are a parenthetical thought, founded upon the
in Genesis, which claims for the new high-priest the highest
prerogatives. Ver. 1] —14, shew what is contained in the sars
céfn M., ver. 15—17. what in the sis 7iv aisrs, ver. 20—22,
what is spoken of in the words of the Psalm introductory to
that declaration. In ver. 23—25., the significatiou of the uivuy is
brought promineutly forward.
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Josita xxiv. 2., bent the knee to the One holy God
of beaven and earth Gen. xiv. 19.)—a priest who was,
at the same time, aking. and that. too, on the same
spot that subsequer:ly became the centre of the Theo-
caacy. wko as a Lirg. reigned over subjects of the
same faita no doube as himself—a priest whose bless-
ing Abrakbam receives with so great a feeling of subor-
dinagion as to Lry. as a sulject, the tenth of the spoil
at kis feet! How came this man to Canaan? From
what race was he sprung? Who nstructed him in the
tree faich> Who gave him pnﬁ!r consecration, and
in what Jid ttar consist? All these are questions to
which history farnishes ro reply ; so that Melchise-
dek appears Lefore us like a beir - of a superior nature,
and this is the Arst tvp;ml signiticance which the au-
thor briczs out.  The ofacr lies in the fact, that. ac-
cording to history. he aprears hizh above Abraham;

and. inasmuch as the tribe of Levi looks to Abraham
as the futher and head of the tribe, the dignity of
Melchisedek appears greatly exalied above the Leviti-
cl. In a cursory manner, the writer draws attention
to the significance of the names of Melchisedek and

Jerusalem, for, in the proper sense, Christ is King of

rightcousness ard peace. It was not his intention to
illustrate ail the typical points, but only those which
are important for :ais obect, otherwise he would un-
doubted!y not have owmitted to refer the bread and
wine wkich Melchisedek brought forth to the ele-
ments of the Lonl’s s:vrper. as “bas been done by all
expositors, from the Fachers of the Church down to
Stolberg.

Con»dem‘« the enigmatical character under which
Melchisedek appears in Jewish history, it cannot excite
our wonder. that the Jewish expositors believed some-
thing mysterious to have been hidden under that per-

“According to the current of inion among them,
Melchisedek was the most pious of Noah’s sons, Shem.
This opinion Jerome received from his Jewish teachers;
the passages of the Jewish writers respecting this point,
(the Targum Jonathan belongs to these) have been col-




CH. VII.] AN EVER-DURING PRIESTHOOD. 267

lected by Bochart, Phaleg. 1.. 2.c. 1. ; according to Epi-
phanius, this was the view of the Samaritans; and Chris-
tian expositors, with Luther of the number, have adopt-
ed it. Ina passage of the Sohar (Leck. Lecha, f. 60. col.
237. ed. Sulzb.), he is treated as a type of the King
of true Peace. Still more, in consequence of what is
here said of him, must the person of Melchisedek have
appeared mysterious to the Christians. The notions
of the Melchisedeckians, who gave him out as the ap-
pearance of a Divine ddvauss (Acts viii. 10.), and those
of the Hierakites, who hold him for an appearance of
the mvelua dyiov, are regarded as heretical ; but, even
in the Church there were those who, as Epiphanius
(Haer. 55.) says: vouiZousr ploes wov vidv rob Ocol év
idigq avlpumov Tére 7 APBpuom wegFvass® others, as
Chrysostom informs us, considered him as more than
Christ ; Origen and Didymus regard him as an angel.
It is singular, that the former opinion, namely, that
Melchisedek was a temporary #odgxwars of the Son of
God, has found defenders even among the most learned
Roman Catholic and Protestant expositors, Peter Mo-
linaeus, Cunaeus, Outrein, Hottinger, Benj. Starke
(in the Annott. sel), and Petersen. Against this
gross error Epiphanius appealed with reason to the
dpwpowpéves in ver. 3  The majority of the Fathers,
Chrysostom, Theodoret, Augustine, and Jerome en-
tertained a sound and correct view, Comp. Jerome,
Ep. ad Evangelum. In the most recent times, how-
ever, some have struck aguin into the older path.
Schulz and Bohme conceive the author to have at least
concluded, from the manner in which the Old Testa-
ment speaks of Melchisedek, that he lives as @ Priest
Jor ever. And, in fact, the uagruzolusios o 7ji might
appear to speak in favour of this view. Several writers,
conscious of this difficulty, have assumed Christ as the
subject of the {7, so Cappell, Dan. Heinse, Peirce,
Storr. Others, as Heinrichs, have here applied the

* Think that, as to His nature, the Son of God appeared then
to Abraham in the shape of man.
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eatvaal of 2a Hypallage of the participle, set up
by Giassius and Bamer ;m his Philol. Thucydideo—
Pas.:na. p. 105_ where also he cites our passage), s0
that 2°x sumasn; zax s sapposed by them to stand
mstead of 20% 25 ox 223w, Bat, is the case such that
this meanirz may be imputed to the author? If he
actm’(y enncindes. from the passage in Genesis, that
Melchesi ick is eternal @ parfe post. then he must also
have ennctaded his eternity a parte anfe from that pas-
sage. and been destous of expressing it in the uire
@57 72530 iy, 'Who can imagine, thata Christian
Apostle cou:d ascribe eternity to Melchisedek in the
same sense as to the only-begotten Son of God ? Far-
ther. if Melchisedek be everlasting Priest like Christ,
then he s al<o Priest along with Him, and Christ is
no longer the only mediator between God and man
(1 Tim. ii- 5.). An opinion, therefore, like that as-
serted would have been quite irreconcileable with the
Christian Faith. Bat. the anthor's words themselves
speak against such an imputation. The very manner
i which e a:yi zrd, ver. 3., is epexegetically
placed after ays:az:yzre; shows in swhat sense alone the
author predicates eternity of Melchisedek ; and this ap-
pears still more clearly from the contrast azwueiwuivog
T% viw rol Ol : not that he is suwo: to the Son of
God, says the writer, bat, that he is made like to Him
(in the historical representation of him, Comp. the
note on the passage). The positive proposition parv-
gubueres ors I mnst? thaefopn;.,ube taken in the same
sense as the negative one urire {wis rilos iya. And,
the author’s reason for thus expressing himself is his
wigh subsequently to exalt Christ, in virtue of His
dinausg {wis dxaradirov, above the Levitical priests,
ver. 16. Now, in order to bring out the typical parallel
with more vigour, he does not say—what he properly
meant—é agwuwwuires v {anvs eig 7o dnpexiz, but, di-
rectly, pasrusosusesos o1 77.

We will notice only the most important works of
the very copious literature on this subject, comp. the
writings cited by Wolf, in the Curae ad. h.l., and Lilien-
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thal, bibl. Archivarius, s. 712. The historical views
respecting Melchisedek are found in the learned, and
still very useful, work of Heidegger, Historia patriar-
charum II. exerc. I11., with which may be joined,
Historia critica Melchisedeci, by Borges, Berne, 1706:
A list of the various views concerning him is to be
found in Fabricius. Cod. Psendep. V. T. 11. p. 329.
req., I11. p. 72., Suicer's Tkes. s. h. v. ; on the dogma-
tico-historical side, comp. Pererius, Comm. in Gen. 14.,
the Dissert. of Kérber and Rein. in the Nov. Z'kes.
Amstel. T. I11., Deyling, Obss. sacrae T. II. p. 73. et
seq., Stollberg on the individual worshippers, of the
true God, in his contemplations on Sacred Writ, Ham-
burgh 1319, II. p. 248. et seq.

Ver. 1—3.—The first question is, how are we to ar-
range the propositions down to the close of ver. 3.?
Storr conceives the words Basirsts Sursu as far as
"AB:adpm to be parenthetical, and the predicate to ¢
MeAyioedén to be Baditede dinasoclhvng (fori). According
to Luther, Calvin, Beza, and the majority of earlier ex-
positors, whom Schulz also has joined, the verb 7 is
to be supplied to MeAyioedéx, so that with ¢ suvarrriong
a new proposition would begin: ¢ This Melchisedek
was king of Salem,—he met Abraham.” One can-
not but be surprised that Schulz, who always endea-
vours to keep so closely by the structure of the periods
in the Epistle, should here join the commatic
system of Seiler, and, like that writer himself, neglect
the yas. For this very ydp, at so early a part of the
text, may lead us to consider the verb wéves as belong-
ing to the subject MeAxroedéx. The author is desirous
of establishing the dgxegets yevbuevog eig viv aidrer, and
hence continues : cirog yig — — péves dgyrepels sis o
Smyexic.  The eternity of the priestly dignity of Mel-
chisedek forms précisely the great theme of this chap-
ter, comp. ver. 8, 16, 24, In favour of this construction
of the proposition is the participle ¢ owavrioas, con-
nected by apposition.® In the Old Testament text,

* If, as Lachmann does, and as, in fact, it seems advisable to
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Gen. xiv. 17, the meeting of the king of Sodom is
mentioned ; of Melchisedeﬁ it is only said that he
brought out bread and wine ; but, as the former is ne-
cessarily included in the latter, it is not surprising that
it should be here said of Melchisedek. Itis a little
more singular that the author has not employed typi-
cally, in another way, the circumstance, that Melchi-
sedek is priest of Salem. He had the choice of point-
ing out either that Melchisedek was also king of Je-
rusalem, or that ke was king of the earthly as Christ
is king of the heavenly city of God (xii. 22.). But
he prefers employing it in an etymologico-typical
manner, according to which Melchisedek was an
image of the King of true righteousness (i. 9. Mal.
iv. ag Jer. xxxiii. 15, 16. 1 Cor. i. 30.), and true
peace (Isa.ix. 6 Luke ii. 14. Col.i. 20. Rom. v.
1.). ’Awdrws and dufrwy are explained in the sub-
sequent dyeveahiynrog, comp. ver. 6., and denote him
whose genealogy is unknown ; while a priest, in the
Levitical sense, could not, by any means, dispense
with the proof of his descent. As we must at: “hav-
ing neither beginning of days, nor end of life,” con-
ceive added “ in history,” so here we must make the
same addition. The author might have thus employed
the words in the context, even though supported by no
peculiar usage. These words, however, were so much
the less liable to be misunderstood as in Greek éard-
rwz and dufrwp, were said of those whose fathers and
mothers were unknown, or of mean extraction, sxéssor;
this usage is still more common in Latin, and also in
Arabic, Horace Serm. I. 6, 10. : multos saepe viros,
NULLIS MAJORIBUS ORTOS, e! VIXISSE probos, amplis et
honoribus auctos. Livy IV. 3.: Servium Tullium,
captiva Corniculana natum, PATRE NULLO, malre serva
««....Comp. Wetstein on the passage. In the
same sense, Philo calls Sarah, whose mother is not
mentioned in Scripture, dugrwg, De temul. p. 248.,

do, we exclude the %» from the textin Acts x. 1., and in ver. 3.
reject the aid of the eSres before «J3s1s, we shall have just asx
long a parenthetical series of appositions as we find here.
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Quis rer. div. haer. p. 489. And the term is also
found among the Rabbins. So, in Bereshith Rabba,
sect. 18. f.18. 2., it is said of the heathen: ¢ the hea-
then has no father (’1_1“) AN 'R),” because he has
no Jewish pedigree. As to the words w7re dgxiv xrA.,
it is questionable whether they refer to the person of
Melchisedek, or, as Cameron, Limborch. Chr. Schmid,
and Kuinol have supposed, to the priestly office : that
is, in so far as we are not informed when Melchisedek
entered upon, or laid down, the office of Priest, he is
a type o¥ Christ, of whom the same thing is true.
These interpreters, besides, appeal to this fact, that
nutgou is used, also, de tempore, quo quis munere aliquo
perfungitur, Luke i. 5. Matth. x1. 12. Jer. i. 2.
This remark, indeed, is not quite valid as proof, since,
in the passages quoted, 7uéz0u denotes the period of the
performance of a duty only in so far as that corre-
sponds with the duration of life: on the other hand,
however, some weight may be attached to the circum--
stance, that the Psalm chiefly speaks of the eternity of
the priestly office. But let us here direct attention to
what the author says of Christ. To Him he ascribes
an everlasting priesthood, just because His person is
everlasting, ver. 16. and ver. 25., @dvrors Zav. To
this must be added, 1. That réo¢ Jwi¢ cannot well
denote simply the end of the Priest’s life : and, 2.
That mapgrugebuevog 81 C3, ver. 8., cannot, in like man-
ner, be referred merely to the continuing function as
priest. We, therefore, airee with the common sup-
position, according to which these words designate
Melchisedek as a type of the eternal existence of
Christ. Chrysostom explains them very rationally, ob-
serving, among other things : #d; ware degxiv Auepiy,
wive Quiis TENog Exwvy whics TE wA émpigeclas T
yeapn—idod T dvagyoy, idod 7d deshsbrnror domep rol-
vou obx omev obre dpyv Nuspiy, obrs Cwii Téhog, i 7
wa yeyed@lur obrwg obx fousy obdt sob Inool, od Sic 7d
wh yeyed@dar, AANG 816 7o pi efvar® Oecume-

® How, having neither beginning of days nor end of
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nius says on uée sic v dimpenis 1 Tuitw 1@ Tpizw SiSa
0 dimwsxis § xai va AAA. Gri, Pueiv, Goov fxey eis Nuds
robs &ywoirrag wirs reAsuricag awidero Ty isgwoivy, sig
3 dimwexig éorw isgeb.®  The positive contrast, also, says
the same thing—for 3 denotes this—comp. p. 267-8.
Melchisedek is represented as like the Son of God.
Calvin : assimilatus, quoad ferebat_significandi ratio
. . lineamenta Christs in eo conspicimus ; vivi hominis
effigies in tabula cerni potest, et tamen procul distat
homo a sua pictura. An appeal may be made to the
language of the Syrian Church, in which the substan-
tivesderivedfrom the verb }\a, denote Type, thus |axooy,
{42y, and the verb |, itself means: typice repraesen-
tare. See Wisemann, Horae Syriac. T. 1. p. 19.
Our passage has been particularly had in view in a
passage of Jacob of Edessa (Ephraim Syr. Opp. T. 1.
p- 173.), where Melchisedek is called

Lusaicy, i. e. “Type and likeness of the Messiah.”
On uives sis viv aiwva, Theodoret remarks: & ei¢ Eregoy
roUroy wagaTipawy o xAfgoy, doxsi wwg apasgeisdas Ty
aEiar &Ahov oy bigysiay Exorrog.®

Ver. 4—10.—How high, according to history, does
Melchisedek stand above the Levitical priesthood.
If the Laity gave tithe to the Levites, and here the
Father of all the Levites gave tithe to the mysterious
priest-king, then to him there is ascribed a priest-
hood in a more exalled sense.

Ver. 4.—The reader will observe how carefully the

life? how ? as it is not contained in Scripture— —this is the
¢ having no beginning,” this the * having no end :” and as we
know not this of him, ¢ having neither beginning of days nor
end of li‘e,” because it is, not written, 530 we know not these
things of Jesus, not because they are not told in Seripture, but
because He had them not.

» In this place the (¢ 3mmxis,) perpetuity is shown in the
way in which he shows the other things ; because, says he, in-
asmuch as he came to us who knew not when he died, and laid
aside his priesthood, he i3 a priest for ever.

b He who transmits this quality to another seems somehow
to take away the dignity of that other who possesses this virtue.
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words are placed for the purpose of enhancing the
thought. The author, equally for the sake of euphony
and sense, selects, instead of the usual ¢ a7, the sono-
rous ¢ warglagyng. The orators most admired, at the
close of their periods, the third Paeon, or the Jonicus a
minore.

Ver. 5, 6.—The Levites receive tithe from their
brethren, the descendants of Abraham ; Melchisedek,
without being a descendant of Abraham, receives tithe
from Abraham himself, and blesses him who, through
the promise received from God, appears exalted above
all human blessing. The blessing is not to be under-
stood here as an inefficient wish, but as, at the same
time, working out its purport, like the blessing of the
Patriarchs on their children.

Ver. 7, 8.—On the one side, the blessing shows the
superior dignity of Melchisedek, on the other, of the
tithe ; but the last thought is so declared by the author
as to give prominence to the typical fact in Melchise-
dek. See above, p. 267., et seq.

Ver. 9, 10.—We have now arrived at the declara-
tion which later critics and interpreters have found it
most difficult to pardon in the author, in which, as it
is conceived, the ingenium rabbinicum displays itself
the most strongly (see Eichhorn, above, p. 64).
This notion is not obvious. The assertion might
much more properly be made, we think, as respects
ver. 1—3., and the argument in c. iv. Suppose that
a descendant of Luther’s, as is actually the case with
a collateral branch in Bohemia, should return to the
bosom of the Romish church, and kiss the Pope’s slip-

er, would we not say that Luther, in his descendant,

ad been obliged to do homage to the Pope? Our
passage differs from this example in form only, not in
matter. If it be replied, that the form of expression
is mot literal, we rejoin, very good—the author lets us
know this by the formula: dg éwog simeh, Dut, if of-
fence be taken at the sensuous representatioll: of 31:

ropagation of the species which apgea.rs to Lie in
?y rﬁ?gpui‘, it may l;'ganswered: what obliges us, on

T
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this point, to follow the encasing system of Ldwen-
hoek ? According to the present usage of language,
we would say, the human race lay potentially in Adam.
Theodoret employs the expression : érs roivuy v iaurd
tfxe riig aidoToitas rag apopmdsa—does this es-
sentially differ from év v7 oopis’ chas? In using the
latter formula, who ever connects Liwenhoek’s system
with it ? To the Israelites that form of expression was
brought closely home by the phrase éZé:xsodar éx 57
ésploz. Wecan by no means conclude that the positive
doctrine of Traducianism is contained in it; on the
contrary, chap. xii. 9. seems to affirm the reverse. And
it is known, that even Augustine, whose formula:
peccare in lumbis Adami, would entitle us fully to draw
this conclusion respecting him, has not confessed him-
self a believer in Traducianism. e sought a sensuous,
and yet obvious, expression for the proposition else-
where advanced by him: omnes fuimus in illo uno,
QUANDO OMNES FUIMUS ILLE UNUS (De civ. Dsi, 1. 13, c.
14.), and esse in lumbis Adami presented itself.—
Moreover, we must observe, that, while the modern
views of the universe more and more isolate the indi-
viduals of a race and people,—the fundamental error
of more recent systemns,—the more ancient usually
regard nations and races as one person. Thus, in
Greek tragedy, Plutarch, Desacra Num.vind.,Wolf, Ad
Dem. adv. Lept. p. 466., Heubner on Reinhard’s
Plan Jesu, S. 466. So also, particularly, in the Old
Testament prophecy. Comp. what has been said on
this subject in the first App., on 2 Sam. vii. Every
individual, certainly, has his individual right, for,
in every one a new creature enters the world, but
not merely a new one, every individual having drawn
from the fountain of his tribe and race.

It now only remains for us to give a more close de-
finition to the formula &; éxog eiwed, which we derive
from the ancient rhetoricians. Quintilian, Instz¢. or. 8,
3.: si quid periculosius finrisse videmur, quibusdam
1emedits pracmuniendum est: UT ITA DICAM, si licet

* 5till, therefore, he had in himself the sourca of geuneration.
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dicere, quodammodo. Longinus, De Sublim. 32, 3.:
Siswep 6 wev Agtororidng xol 6 @séppacrog wehiymord
padi T Ty Vpaoudy ehar Talre perapogiv, Ter WewE-
pel @dval, xais ojovel, wal el xen ToUroy eiweiv Ty
apbmov, nair ei dsTwagarivdvvevrindregoy Ailar
N ycp Gworiuncis @adw idras vé Tohungd.® Examples

may be seen in Wetstein, Kypke, Carpzov, Abresch.
Ver. 11—14. Exposition of xasc 7. vdEw Mekyoedix.

Ver 11. The commencement of the exposition, and
application of the prophecy. The xarc riv-raZiw Meh-
xioedéxn is first examined. The imperfection of the
Levitical priesthood is strikingly proved by the cir-
cumstance of the Messianic priest belonging to another
ré&i5.— Hv must not be translated, as by the Vulgate,
erat, but, as Luther rendered it, fuisset; the Imp.,
as in John xi. 21. 32,, in the conditional proposition,
instead of the Aorist. "Hvand 7, as originally the
2 Aor. and Imp. were identical, have frequently the
force of an Aor., Hermann, De emend. rat. gr.p. 244.
" The Plusquamp., verouodérnro, shews that the author
transported himself back into the past; according to
Attic usage it is without the augment é, and this
is the usual form in the New Testament, Winer, p.
67. ‘Is;woivy differs not from iegareiee, ver. 5. Ex-
cept in our Epistle (ver. 12. 14. 24.). it is not found
in the New Testament, although it 1s met with in the
LXX.— Exi, whereby, whereupon, used also of con-
ditions, ix. 17. 1 Cor. ix. 10.—'Avisracfoas is medi-
al; the Vulgate gave surgere,—as it were against ex-
pectation, comp. wopayivesdas, ix. 11.— Ersgog here,
and at ver. 16., has been intentionally used, most
probably, instead of &Anog,, as the latter signifies only

* Therefore Aristotle and Theophrastus say, that the fol-
lowing expressions are softenings of such bold metaphors, as if
to say ; und, as if ; and, if we may speak in this manner ; and,
if we must speak more boldly ; for this qualification takes away
trom the boldness.
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alius, but the former, at the same time, has the force
of diversus. The proposition xa/ ob is connected, by a

arising from the brevity of the expression,
with ri; irs yaia (Comp. 1 Tim. 1v. 3.) ; as the sense
of the proposition, in the oratio directa, floated be-
fore the mind of the author, he places ¢ where we
should expect us, which is also found in one Cod.
mentioned by Matthai.

Ver. 12. Every single évrods (ver. 16.), especially
this of the priesthood, is so essentially connected with
the whole »uos, that the abrogation of this single
&) clearly points out that an entirely new and
different aixciouia was to be introduced. Other pro-
phetic declarations seemed to lead to the same con-
clusion, as when, according to Zech. vi., the royal and
priestly crowns were to be united on the head of the
man Zemach, and especially when, according to Isaiah
Ixvi. 21., the Lord, in the last time, will choose His
Priests from among the heathen also, which latter

has lately received a most forced interpretation

m Hitxig, and for the very purpose, indeed, of
banishing tAis idea from it.

Ver. 13, 14—1It is universally known (=z200nAor—
where the xgé if not to be taken temporally but lo-
cally) among Christians, that Christ is « the Lion of
the tribe of Judah,” Rev. v. 5., as among the Jews
also the Messiah was expected to spring from that
tribe, partly from Gen. xlix. 10., partly as He was to
be a scion of the house of David. The term drari2 i
is designedly employed, both because it is a solemn
one, and, because MDY, translated by the LXX.

drarori, had become terminus solennis for the Mes-
siah.

Ver.15—17.— Exposition of sis riv aitva.

Ver. 15—17.—The conclusion, that these words of
prophecy point to an economy different in its very
constitution from the preceding, comes more clearly
betore us when we see, that this priest is chosen, not
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agreeably to a s’atufe, but, according to an inward
living power, and, consequently, not outwardly, and
on account of a carnal privilege. The psalm appoints
Him a priest for ever. We must therefore consider
/s iv aidve in the citation, ver 17., as emphatic.
Kara riv quoirnre seems here, where the words of
the psalm are expounded, to express the xard v
réfw: we have, therefore, preferred, at v. 6., taking
“rd£i not in the sense of order of priests. But, we ad-
mit, that this point may be disputed ; it may be said,
with Bengel, similitudo 1NcLUDIT rdiw. — Saounés
combines here, as elsewhere (Rom. ii. 28. Gal. vi.
12., comp. also Usteri, Phil. iii. 3. Eph. ii. 11.), the
idea of the carnal and outward, simply because the
flesh is the outward, and the Spirit the inward man,
comp. ix. 10, 13. That évrory was carnal (the only
ordinance respecting the descent of the priests), be-
cause it required a definite carnal descent. Instead
of daguxés, Griesbach and Lachmann have adopted
oagxivig, a form which, according to the authorities on
Rom. vii. 14. 1 Cor. iii. 1., ought to be adopted.
There is here no difficulty in the word, as it respects
the flesh in the proper sense; we must, however, in
consequence of the other passages cited, suppose that
oagxvig was employed by the New Testament writers
as synonymous with sagxixés. This is the case with
the Fathers; asin Clement of Alexandria, Quis dives
salvus, c. 18. The case with regard to the forms in
mog and mog, stood as, in German, with those in 7g and
icht, which, in part, correspond to them : many Ger-
man writers, in spite of Adelung, use milchig (Angl.
milken) and milchicht (milky), kupfrig (composed of
copper) and kupfericht (coppery), synonymously.
Comp., in Passow, yalaxrivég and yar.axrinds, avd:imi-
v0g. avdowmindg, &c. See the Exposition by Fritzsche
of Rom. vii. 14.—The contrast to ccpxixis or cagxiig
is formed by divaui;; so, for instance, in Eusebius,
Hist. Eccl. 5. 1.: 8icc valy ydimny, vov év Suvduss dunm
vpivny, xal un év e78s1 xavywuivpt Comp. the an-
* On account of the love which is shewn in power, and not
boasted of in appearance.
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tithesis of 7./ye; and dhams, 1 Cor. iv. 19., pé:ewers
and éirapsz, 2 Tim. jil. 5. Christ has the power of
overcoming death and living for ever. See on ii. 14.
above, p- 173.; comp. zd:rere {av. A mediaticn which
might Eave been interrupted by death.—if, for ex-
ample, the tribe of Aaron bad become extinct by
death,—could not be the essential one. The true
mediator is He that lives for ever. It may be ob-
jected, that the mediatorial office ceases when the
divine life has passed completely to the redeemed,
when all enemies shall be overcome, x. 13. 1 Cor.
xv. 25--28. To this it may be replied: The author
here, and at ver. £5., bas not pursued the thought to
that final consummation, he looks only so far forward
ag the time when the Lord, according to 2 Tim. iv. 8.,
shall have freed them from all evil, and helped His
own to lis heavenly kingdom, that is cwlew eis rd
savrirég, ver. 25. 8till, it may be said again, the
Eriesthood is, in so far, an eternal one, and the me-

iation for ever, as, even gfier the period marked out
by Paul, the redeemed will possess their new life, as
one obtained through the mediation of Christ. The
term Sbvauig Swi¢ axararirov, used of Christ, bas a
parallel in the mvelua aidvoy, ix. 14.

Ver. 18, 19.—The reason why the declaration in
the Psalm annuls the Levitical Priesthood.

Ver. 18, 19.—The reason why it was necessary to
change that economy was, because it could not pro-
duce perfection. 'Wherein consists this perfection, of
which we are to be made partakers through the new
economy { 1t gives complete confidence (x. 2. 10. 14.
22.), and this confidence is here called, indeed, not
ey, but, iAwic, because the subject-matter is not
merely the confidence with which the believer in this
world appioaches the throne of the Deity (iv. 16. x.
22. Rom. v. 2.), but, especially, that by virtue of
which he shall in the next worid come into communion
with God (owar ixar r. peAdirrar dyaday ¢ riuos
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Comp. viii. 6.) ; both are comprehended x. 19—22.,
Comp. App. II. on r:ruoiv and éyyiZav. — Eirony
has been regarded by Luther, for instance, as pars pro
toto, and translated: Law (Gesetz) ; and this view is
conceived to be supported by the circumstance of ¢
viwo; being found in the parenthetical proposition.
This assumption is not necessary. We may conceive
the context to run thus:  That carnal order of Pries's,
as no man could truly approach God through it, is
abrogated—the Law has in nothing brought perfec-
tion—and, on the other hand, a sacerdotal order is
introduced through which we obtain the hope of ap-
proaching God in truth.”—On the position of the adj.
neulr. pro subst. Comp. Winer, p. 210. This form of
expression has been considered by many as a point of
relationship in the usage of our author with that of
Paul, but not with reason. Winer rightly observes,
that these neutr. adj. were frequently used, particularly
by the later prose writers.® They are found, for in-
stance, very often in Tatian, Theodoret, and others.
Their occurrence only in our Epistle and in the writ-
ings of Paul is not to be ascribed to the idiosyncrasy
of the authors, but, to be explained by their more com-
prehensive knowledge of the language. However, b
&2daz7ov, 1 Peter iii. 4. (Comp. e. g. Beza, and de
‘Wette), might be explained according to the same
usage, and an example of it thus found in a composi-
tion confessedly not Pauline. —In Gal. iv. 9., dod:v5 xai
wrwy % orory:ia—which cannot be referred to the ele-
ments in the heathen world, for the Galatians wished
not to return to heathenism—form a strict parallel in
matter with the dedsvéc and dwwperic. Bengel makes
the following excellent remark on that passage: debi-

* Bernhardy, in his Syntax, p. 327., presents us with some.
thing more minute respecting the historical formation of this
idiom. He carries back the nsage only to Plato and Thucy-
dides : a still more ancient example is found in the 136th frag-.
ment of P’indar, if, instead of the lect. rec., riyuai, we adopt that
of Béckh : siwms, which also occurs in Diodorus Siculus, Hiss.
3,90.



280 TYPE OF MELCHISEDEK REPRESENTING [CH. VII.

litas opposila parrhesiae filiali, egestas opulentiae hae-
reditatts, Comp. Eph. i. 18. Col. ii. 3. We would
not, as Theoph. does, explain o03év by the masc oddéver,
but: “in no respect has it brought perfection, it has not
perfected confidence, neither hope.”—To énéisaywys we
must again supply yiveras from ver. 18., as the Vulgate
has done; Erasmus and Zuingle improperly give:
verum erat (lex) iniroductio et paedagogus ad meliorem
:ﬁem. Beza acutely observes, that this is opposed by
the ix/ in the Comp., which marks the attaining to
something already existing. Comp. Abresch on the
passage.

Ver. 20—22.—Exposition of the words which intro-
duce the declaration in the Psalm.

Ver. 20—22.—The Author had expounded the
words of the Psalm which formed his text, he recol-
lects those by which that text was introduced, and, by
virtue of the importance which the ocath has in the
mouth of God (See on vi. 15.), he draws an argu-
ment from them. The new economy is here, for the
first time, called diad7xn, See viii. 8—13. ix. 15—21.
xii. 24. Thus it is called by the Redeemer himself,
Matth. xxvi. 28., and by Paul, according to an Old
Testament declaration, Rom. xi. 27., then in 1 Cor. xi.
25. 2 Cor. iii. 6, Gal. iv.24. The general notion of
a covenant is this: a mutual relation, in which, on both
sides, promises are given. Under the first covenant,
God promised life and death, according to the fulfil-
ment, or non-fulfilment of the law, in the second, ac-
cording to the appropriation of Christ through faith ;
in the first the people promised obedience through their
solemn Amen! in the second the 'logadh 7ol @20l
promises faith, from which proceed, naturally, obedi-
ence and a right fulfilment of the Law (Rom. viii.
4.)* A covenant between parties that are afar off

8 The gigniﬁcatiqn 9! Jadinn in our Epistle has been disput-
ed. While the majority of ancient expositors prefer, in gene-
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requires a mediator, hence Christ is psairns, ix 16.
xii. 24. ; but, as mediator, Christ is also security for
the obtaining of that which He procured by His me-
diation. There is, perhaps, some foundation for the

ral, and also in the eighth chapter of our Epistle (Comp be-
low on ix. 15.), the signification of testament, Schulz insists
that the word, generally, has only the meaning of instrtution,
establishment (Stiftung), inasmuch as wherever Jiabixn occurs
God is invariably the establisher, the declarer of His will; a
meaning evinced also by the construction, Jiaéisn wgds, iw) viv
olxov lopaiir, ix. 17. x. 16. viii, 8. It is certainly true that,
in Greek, dia#ixn is the generic idea for every species of de-
claration of will, disposition, just as test tum, is. according _
to its etymology. X vséixn, alone, which was used by Aquila,
exclusively denotes, in the strictest sense, covenant, bond.
The signification desired by Schulz is found also in several
ages, a8 Isa. lix. 21. 1 Macc. ii. 54. Gal. iii. 15., where
in the 17th ver. iwayysria is employed as synonymous with
it. The word (Stiftung) institution, establishment, too, is
admirably selected by Schulz to express the general idea.
But this learned writer is wrong in denying the more
limited signification of the word. It is undoubtedly found
in the Hebrew, for even when, in that language, the establish-

ing, founding of a covenant is spoken of, in which case {173
T

is construed with ‘7, and Jiadisn, in Greek, accordingly, with

iw/ and wgés, that circumstance does not do away with the idea
of covenant, since the engagements on both sides still find place.
When God makes a covenant with men, it is ever, as Philoex-
presses himself, a siuforor ydoires. The Epistle to the He-
brews has, in a special manner, served as a support to the Fe-
deral Theology. We had a specimen of this above, p. 178.
In this passage, where the subject-matter is the covenant of
which Jesus is the surety, was contained a sedes doctrinae. On
that, however, it may be remarked, that Coccejus firmly ad-
heres to the general meaning covenant, in opposition to the
special signification festament, which is not the case with all the
later federalists : Comp., however, ez. gr. d'Outrin. ."Eqyyves
was, in the juridical terminology, rendered fidejussor ; but, the
expression more correspondent to the current dogma would have
been expromissor, i h as in the fidejussio the debtor still
remains bound to make payment, and the surety takes upon
him that payment only eventually ; but in the expromissio the
obligation is transferred to him immediately. The master of
that theological school, Coccejus himself, deserves commenda-~
tion, moreover, for having, in the exposition of this passage,
entirely avoided all juridical subtlety.
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cnnjecture, that the writer selected this word, which
dces not occur el<ewhere in the New Testament, for
the sake of the Paronomasia with {37 'Z:; but the
selection of the term may also be explained from the
Author’s oljcct, wLich is to shew that the sypilev rd
©:% was secured through Christ. and the ¢2=ic (ver.
19.), therefore. is firm. ‘Izesis. Like & maszidzynec, ver.
4., and 7 aiwiw 7)yzaeniaz, ix. 15., is placed be-
hind for rhetcrical and euphonic effcct.

Ver. 23—£5.—The exposition of névem.

Ver. 22—25.—The thought expressed in ver. 15—
17, is pursucd farther, and that by way of expounding
pévery, a word not used in the Old Testament text, but
in the Author's exposition. No pé:«w existed in the
case of those Priests (High Priests); henceit was ne-
cessary that several should succeed to the office, but in
this Priest the idea of Iligh Priest is concentrated, and,
therefore, with Him is the wévm, and no succession.
Instead of the verb. fin. we find the Pari. with ¢hes,
because the intention here is to express what is abiding-
"Amagdf3ares can be taken both actively and passively,
what docs not pass over, and what may not bs passed
over, or changed. There is no reason why, with the
more recent interpreters, we should keep by the active
signification (comp. Elsner on the passage, Lobeck, 4d
Phryn. p. 313.), that of pass ovir (ibertreten),
see 11I. Ksr. vi. 31.: doos &v mapafion # xai dav-
gwawarn,  The article, with iepwoln, is here used agree-
ably to the laws of language, * 1Ie has tke Priesthood
as one that does not pass away;” See Winer, p. 100,
118.  The question is, how are we to conceive of the
intercession of Christ, which, with the exception of
this place, is denoted by the term #ruyydwr, Rom.
viii. 34, in rubject-matter like 1 Jobn ii. 1., in appa-
rent contradiction with John xvi. 26. Its Lexical sig-
nification is originally, * to meet with some one in fa-
vour of a third party,” theVulgate has: interpellat, the
Italic, in Sabatier : exoraf, Erasmus: infercedit. The
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idea is borrowed from the office of the High Priest,
who, according to the Talmudists, and Philo, Lcg. ad.
Caj., when he carried the incense into the Holy of
Holies, on the day of atonement, prayed for the
people. This Christ does in the true Holy of Holies,
after the offering is presented; of course, the term
implies the benedictory effects which the Rledeemer
continually produces-in His community, in virtue of the
redemption once established. Schleiermacher, Glau-
bensl. I1: §: 125, 5. says:  Christ remains, by virtue of
His whole existence, the r«presentative of the whole hu-
man race, and on I1is account, alone, that race is bless-
ed by God” Contemplated from ¢his side, therefore,
the kingly efficiency cannot be separated from the in-
tercessory, the éiruyydver proves itself a Baareberm,
through which, at last, all enemies will'be overcome,
x. 12, 14. 1 Cor. xv. 25. In the dispute concerning
the nature of the infercessio, the Lutheran Church
stood, relatively to the Reformed Church, in a position
the reverse of that which she maintained in the dis-
pute as to the sessio ad dextram. While the Reform-
ed, on the latter point, pressed the literal acceptation
of the passage, and of course, /ocaliter, the supposition
of a o in heaven, the Lutherans, on the other hand,
would have had the exaltation to heaven understood
not literally, not romzdg but rgomxis; again, the
Reformed urged that the intercession was not to be
conceived literally, but figuratively, while the Luthe-
rans maintained, in opposition to them, the literal ac-
ceptation of the notion. Theodoret had made the re-
mark that there is nothing in the éirvyydven save 7 rig
andepovicg bregBorz, Chrys. on Rom. viii. 34.: réévrvy-
xdvery elgnuev, v, 7 Geguby xai axpalov riic wepl fuédg
aydang évdeifnrar® According to the Lutheran dog-
matics, this intercessio is an imfercessio VERBALIS, to
which Calov. adds: apparet coram Deo proprio san-
guinolento corpore, imo, ut probabile est, cruento etiam.

» I1e hath said ¢ ivruyxdvw that he might shew the warmth
and the intensity of the love for us.
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The Roman Catholic dogmatists, who speak, besides,
of an intercessio verbalis SPIRITUS 8ANCTI, mention, too,
the shewing of the stigmata. The Reformed and Ar-
minian doctrine, according to which the term is figu-
rative, was expressly contested. By the Theologians
of the Ernestian school, évruyydvewis resolved into the
notio universa of the oi{enm, See Morus, De nolionibus
universis in theol., Diss. 1. p. 208.

Ver. 26—28 —This Higk Priest, who once jfor all
made reconciliation for sin, and that truly, could
alone satisfy the wants of mankind.

Ver. 26.—The ydo shews that such a High Priest
was also required by our wants. Ka/ has been adopted
by Lachmann. It is suitable to the passage, and
should be translated yea, even. See on vi. 7. Comp.
also 2 Cor. iii. 6. v. 5. The leading thought is, that
Christ has established the reconciliation once for all.
This he could do only inasmuch as He was without
:ﬁot. In consequence of this He was raised above
the heavens, and reigns at the right hand of the
Father (ch. viii. 1.).—The notion of the stainlessness
receives an amplification; 650 marks Him as one
who had perfectly answered God’s will (the perfected
dixarog 1 John ii. 1.), dzaxos as Him who, according
to His nature, was able to fulfil it, duiavro; as one in
whom temptation left no evil trace behind it. The
highest point of the amplification is conceived, by the
majority of interpreters, to be xsywzouévos awd Taw
duogruriy.  But, can any passage be adduced in
which the sinlessness is denoted by such an expres-
sion? Christ. Schmid very unaptly compares o

)}'V,_J. Had expositors kept steadily in mind the

notion, that the High Priests office, in our Epistle, is
represented as specially exercised in heaven, no hesi-
tation would have been felt at the exaltation of Jesus
in this place above the sinful community of men (xii.
3.). The expression prepares the following : xai i~pn-
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Abregos xrA. Comp. Introd. p. 82., and xweis duag-
ving, ix. 28. Josephus, also, Antiqu. 3, b, 7., says of
Moses: abrdv wpds vd Jeivv dvaxexwenrivas. On inh-
Adregog xrA. comp. on v. 14. viii. 1. ix. 11.

Ver, 27.— Egdraf is the chief idea: “ at once, i.e.
once for all,” Rom. vi. 10. Heb. ix. 12. x. 10. 1 Pet.
iii. 18.; elsewhere, also, we find xuddiwaf, ¢i¢ dwaf,
or, simply, ¢7e§. Comp. Thomas M. ; so dzaf, ix.
26, 27, 28. x. 2., to which may be added Zlian, Var.
Hist. xiii. 24. The One Sacrifice atones for all sins

Jor ever. ’Avapiguy, according to Hellenistic usage,

corresponding to nsyﬂ, the term. techn. for the act
of offering sacrifice, as rgoopézer corresponds to 27pn.

The sufficiency of this sacrifice was a consequence of
its absolute stainlessness. Comp. ix. 14. and x. 1—14.,
where this doctrine is more fully developed, seealso A pp.
I1. The expression x¢ 7fuégey does not appear very apt
in this place, as the subject-matter is not concerning the
priests generally, and their daily offerings (ix. 6. x.
11.), but respecting the High Priest, whose duty it
was to offer only dwuf rob éwavrel (ix. 7.). There
remains for us nothing but the supposition, that
daily is here put, in the more extended sense, for
what is continually repeated. Comp. awavris ix. 6.,
and s/s 3 dimuexic, x. 1. The author might the more
readily express himself thus, as he regarded the High-
priest as at the same time the representative of the
priests in general, Comp. on x. 11. A very unsatis-
factory, but peculiar, view is taken by Lakemacher,
in the VII. Obs. of his Obss. Philol. T. 1. 'We may
consider as a want of attention to minutiae, similar to
that before us, the observations respecting the High-
priest at v. 1., viii. 3., where it is said he was ap-
pointed in order to present dwzd ¢ xe) Sudicg, while
the proper business of the High-priest was only the
offering of the sacrifice of atonement ; and he took a
part in the affairs of the other priests on festival days
vlone, and, on other occasions, when it was his plea-
sure to do so, Josephus, De Bello, Jud. 5. 5. 7.
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Ver. 23.—Retrospect upon verses 18 and 20., and
hence uerc: vdv viwer, by whieh the abrogation of the
vouog is indicated, comp. Gal. iii. 23. As, according
to a natural presupposition, ‘the later annuls the earlier,
so Paul, Gal. iii. 17., has proved the contrary for that
one case of exception. 'Adféveiar, as at iv. 15.; v. 2.
The part. perf. rersdawuiver is taken by many, e. g,
by the Syriac, Vulgate, Luther, and the Greek inter-
preters, as an adjective. But this would detract from
the thought. Translate perfected, in the same sense
as at ii. 10.5 v. 9.—'Yiés is opposed in the same
manner to cvgwrog as TsreAsiwuévo is to dedévae, comp.
vidg, in contrast to men, i.°1.; iii. 6.; v. 8.

CHAPTER VIII

Ver. 1—7.—Chkrist is High Priest in the true
Sanctuary.

In chap. iv. 14.; vii. 26. it was said, that
Christ had risen above the heavens; in this and the
following chapter more distinct mention is made of a
Holy of Holies, into which He has risen, in order to
execute the office of priest for us in the presence of
God (viil. 2, 3.; ix. 24.); He has entered into that
heavenly tabernacle the pattern of which Moses be-
held in the vision (ver. 5.). We have seen (Introd.
p- 105.), that some modern expositors, proceeding
upon this passage, have ascribed to the author the
superstitious notion of there being really, in heaven, a
temple fashioned after the earthly one at Jerusalem,
and of the Redeemer performing sacred functions in
it according to the manner of the Jewish High-priest.
Some carnal-minded Jews have, in fact, given room
for such an opinion; but, among the Jews themselves,
there are many who have been more spiritually-minded,
who have spoken of such a temple only in a figurative
sense (See on ix. 8.). To our author, therefore,
the injustice would be so much the greater were we
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to place him, without farther examination, among the
rudest class of his nation. But that, in fact, the
Heavens, the Temple, the Holy of Holies, are but
symbols in his mind to enable him to convey to others
the notion that Christ has entered into absolute bliss,
into a completely realised unity with God (during
His life upon earth His appearance was not adequate
with His being, His idea), in which IIe continues to
give effect to that reconciliation of mankind which He
accomplished upon earth (x. 12, 14.), may be shewn
from the contradictions which would appear in the
author’s representations were we to interpret the whole
of the images as external realities. This we have shewn
in the Introd. p. 105, et seq ; comp. on ix. 8. A proof,
indeed, may be supposed to exist in ix. 11., that he
did not understand that tabernacle to be material ;
the expression ob xegowoinro; does mot, however, af-
ford such a proof; See on the passage. The majo-
rity of Lutherans explain the passage the most spi-
ritually according to the spirituality of their views

respecting the obzavis. See p. 283. Thus Seb. Schmid :
" ubicunque thronus et dextra Dei sunt, ibi est taberna-
culum ejus, imo non male possis dicere, ipsum thronum
Dei esse hoc tabernaculum aut ad illud saltem per-
tinere. Schleiermacher makes some beautiful re-
marks on this subject in his sermon on Heb. viii. 1, 2.,
in the 2d vol. of his Sermons, p. 504. There is a good
treatise on the passage by Kiessling (who subsequently
published a diffuse work on the connection of the
Mosaic holy things with the exposition of the Epistle
to the Hebrews); Diss. philol. qua Iesum canctorum
administrum, etc. Lips. 1740. Compare, too, Deyling
in the Obss. sacrae, in the treatise, Christi éupavicug
in conspectu D:i.

We have here to consider and adjust the dispute
which has arisen on these chapters of the Epistle,
whether, namely, the sacerdotal office of the Redeemer
consisted in the offering of His sacrifice upon earth,
or whether He first became priest by the presentation
of this sacrifice to God in heaven ? 7The former view,
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which lies at the foundation of the doctrinal type of
the Roman Catholic and Protestant church, has been
recently defended by Cremer in his Comm. Part II.
P- 157, et seq., Gabler in the: Diss. quo argumentandi
enere usus sil auclor ep. ad Hebr.. {’ 5, 6., Winzer,
10 his treatise : De sacerdotis officio, quod Chrislto tri-
buitur in ep. ad Hebr. 1, 11, 111. 'The latter took its
rise among the Socinians (Socin.: Inst. rel. chr. Opp.
1. 664. epp. p. 196, et seq.), was adopted by the Armi-
nians, and, in recent times, has been defended by
Micbaelis in bis Commentary, p. 218., Tittmann:
De notione sacerdolis in ep. ad Hebr., Storr in his
Comm. p. 138., Griesbach : De imaginibus Judaicis,
etc., in the 2d vol. of his Opusc. p. 430, 436., and
Kuinol on the passage. The Socinian view set out
from the antiquarian remark, that the slaying of the
sacrifice took place in the fore-court, and can be re-
garded only as a PRAEPARATIO ad sacrificium ; and
hence Michaelis calls this an antiquarian dispute.
According to this view, the act of sacrifice begins with
the presentation of it to God. This is precisely the
opinion of Storr. The proper course will be to ac-
knowledge some truth in both views. Let us first of
all keep in mind that there is this distinction between
our author’s notions and the Pauline passages, on the
sacrifice of Christ (Eph. v. 2.), that, in the Epistle to
the Heb. only, Christ is compared with the sacrifice
on the feast of atonement (also v. 1—3. x. 1. xiii.
11.), and that, of course, it could only be said accord-
ing to this Epistle, that the sacrifice consisted in the
éuwpaviguig, in the presentation in the Holy of Holies.
Of Paul and Peter, on the contrary, it must be affirm-
ed, either that they regarded the proper act of sacrifice
as in the offering itself, or, in the 3"":. , at the altar ;

or that, in accordance with their application of the
notion of sacrifice to Christ, they would not have
called Him dgyyepeds. At the same time, it is not
correct to say that the slaying of the sacrifice is not
comprehended among the priestly functions. In
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earlier times, indeed, that was done by others, as well as
by priests; but, at a later period, it was exclusively per-
formed by priests, Comp. the use of isgebesy in Homer.
And, besides, the immolation itself still remains the con-
ditio sine qua non of the presentation, being related to it
as effect to cause. In c. i. 3.x. 12, it is said, that the
New Testament High-priest was first exalted to the
rifght hand of God when He had presented the dvoic,—
of course upon earth—again, vii. 27., the fusix is re-
presented as offered upon earth, and, at x. 14., the
earthly act of atonement alosie can be understood by
@goopogdi.  Accordingly it must be avowed, that our
Author does, indeetf represent Christ as dexepsls in
the heavenly adytum, but, by virtue of the sacrifice
performed upon earth. ¥From ii. 17, it also appears,
that he first represents Christ as High Priest in
heaven. = Wherein does he think this sacerdotal
activity consisted? In inlercessior, in the sense de-
veloped at vii. 23—25. The Socinians, themselves,
have at last perceived the one-sided character of their
views, for, while the Catechism of Rakau originally
limited the office of the High Priest to the éiwpawo-
bg &y v obpar, it is said, according to the revision
of Crell and Schlichting : erat quidem in terra agens,
in cruce pendens, Christus sacerdos, &c. And our
Author, with great wisdom, especially compares the
sacrificial act o%rthe Redeemer with that of the High
Priest on the day of atonement, and not with other
sacrifices. For, while the other sacrifices had respect
to single, and, indeed, for the greater part, to cere-
monial transgressions, that yearly sacrifice referred to
the collective guilt of the people, so that the High
Priest alone was authorised to offer it. I this sacra-
Jicial act, of course, the idea of sacrifice appears in ils
concentrated form.

Let us now turn to particulars.—K:pdrasoy, like
xspady, generally denotes the sum, and—as the sum
of a ‘thing is the chief thing—also, the main pont, the
substance (Qer. Hauptsacnge). So early as Pindar,
Pyth. iv. 206, xspdros Myw is explained by the

YOL. I U




290 CHRIST IS HIGH PRIEST [cn. vie.,

Scholiast : r& weiZwva zai xaigie. Hombergk's dispute
with Beza, who translates summa, and his demand
that the translation should be caput, was, therefore,
a mere abstraction; the Italic and Vulgate have ca-
pitulum. Kuinol affirms, although incorrectly, that a
new thought is here introduced. The thought is that
discussed hitherto, with merely a new turn in point
of form. ’Exi, by some, has been rendered without,
besides (Ger. Ausser), by others after, according
(Ger. Nach). It is here best taken in its usual ac-
ceptation dy, in which it is a circumlocution of the ge-
nitive relation, and may be translated in, or in respect
of, for these two significations coincide ; for example,
erodotus, 1I. 170.: odx Goov wussiuasr ixi vowdre
wenyuars (in, or, in respect of, such a thing) éZmyogsien
rolvoma, (So Plato says, Theat. p. 185. c.: o & éxi
#&o xondy, instead of the Gen. wdvrwn—On xadider
év 8e£1G 7ol Opbvov arA. see on 1. 3. Taw ayiow is taken
by Oecumenius as well as by the Peshito, ix. 8., as a
masc., a conception of it mentioned by Theophylact;
Chrysostom is here defective, yet he appears not to
have so understood the words; in more recent times,
Schula adopts this view. It does not, however,
harmonize with the context. Luther, on account
of ix. 2, regarding the a8 neutr., translates (“ Die
heiligen Ghiter”) : « sacred (goods) things.” The
uestion comes to be, whether r@ dyix denote the
‘emple in general, or the Holy of Holies? The latter
meaning has ix. 8, 12. in its favour ; still, even should
the l¥hm.se denote the Temple, yet the service intheHoly
of Holies would, in specie, be meant. Zxnvi aAndiv,
which follow, are an extension of the notion.* *AAsn-

* Acoording to the letter, the Book of Wisdom also speaks of
«d dyim in heaven, which Jacob saw, for instance, in that diffi-
cult passage, x. 10., where it is said of Wisdom : Bufer «drs
Barirsiay Ol xa) Dwnty aiey yvisen iyian. Baumgarten—Cru-
sius (Biblische Dogm. S. 992’ explains it simply Aecaven. Ba-
#i)six @100 here denotes, as ister correctly interprets
it the choirs of angels, and the manifestation of God which
Jacob beheld in his dream : &yis may certaiuly, even without




CH. VIIL.]  IN THE TRUE SANCTUARY. 291

0ivég, as in ix. 24., and according to the usage of John,
as well as of Paul, 1 Thes. i. 9., is said of that which
answers to its idea, our real, comp. dA#ésia in contrast
to the oxid of the Old Testament, John i. 17. The
addition Av tenfm xrA,=dxsegemoinres, comp., the ex-
position of ix. 11, and also oxmv, Rev. xxi. 3.

Ver. 3—6.—The syllogism of these three verses
is as follows: ¢ Christ must sacrifice, if He be High
Priest ; sacrifice in ¢the manner in which it is done
upon earth, in the earthly temple, He cannot, for He
belongs not to the order of Priests established by the
Law ; therefore, if His name of Priest is to have any
truth, He must present a sacrifice in the higher sense
of the word, and in another temple.”—What Christ
presents is declared (v. 7.) vii. 27; ix. 12; x. 10.
Oid, in ver. 4.,is taken in the sense of rot even,
which Schulz thus expresses: « were He now upon
earth, He could not every mhere be priest.”” The dvrav
which certainly may be taken as an imperfect, is, no
doubt, to be understood in a present sense, and then
points out that the worship existed in those times.
Moreover, the xare riv wuoy, ver. 4., must not be
overlooked, — Christ could not have sacrificed xara
7oy vipo, seeing He was not of Levitical descent. On
ver. 6., comp. vii. 18, 19.—The parenthetical ver. 5.,
alone, requires a more minute investigation. Aarped-
sv v, to do some ome a service, ri oxmvii Aaspeven,
xiii. 10.; #63siyua (ix. 23.) and oxd are, therefore,
designations of the earthly temple itself, which is only
a shadowy outline, Ta émovgdwoa, indefinitely, the
heavenly ; Luther: ¢heavenly things” (himmlische
Giiter), as at ix. 23, but with a reference to the
Temple. The passage is borrowed from Exodus xxv.
40. That this passage first suggested to the Author
his whole doctrinal type of a heavenly tabernacle, is

an article, express the definite Sanctuary (see dyis, ix. 2, in
this Epistle, and the remark on éyuamigin, ix. 4., repecting the
p-sition of the article), but it is better rendered as=ra iww-
¢dws in ver. §. of this chapter.
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not vetrz probable, as he would, otherwise, have placed
it at the head of his whole system, and, generally,
would have given it a more ample developement.
But he adduces it only parenthetically, and explains
it no further. . How the various parts of the earthl
tabernacle are related to the heavenly is not declare«g.
His intention, therefore, is merely to express the
genera] thought, which was here, too, the only ob-
Ject, that those priests serve at a shadow. Now
what did our author understand by that archetype,
seeing he did not explain it of a sensuous sanc-
tuary ! We conceive that by it he understood abso-
lute bliss in communion with God, as this lies in the
symbolic import of the Mosaic tabernacle (See on ix.
8.). Can the idealising author of the book of Wis-
dem have thought any thing else, when, ix. 8., he
says, with reference to Exod. xxv. 40., efzag oixodousicas
vadv év Spes dyioou, xai év moNer xaTaoxnIETEds Gov Sugs-
aorpiy, wimnua oANYY¢ ayiag, v wponvoinacag
da’ apydis ? It was the most holy ifnage of the full near-
ness of God, the Sanctuary of the priestly Israel. 1f
now the Holy of Holies alone have, according to our
author, an eternal significance (ix. 8.), then he has
seen in the eternal kingdom of God, composed of the
perfected church, the last realization of that tabernacle
of covenant. A comparison of Rev. xi. 19. with
xxi. 2, 3. leads to the same view. It is evident, that
here the tabernacle is only the symbol of the dwelling
of God among His people.

Ver. 7—13.—The declarations of the prophet have
already announced a New Covenant, and thus declared
the Old obsolete ; and me may, therefore, expect its
complete destruction to be near at hand.

er. 7.—The following citation is already before the
mind of the writer, and hence he selects, more in the
way of a play upon words, the predicate dusussos. In
the prophetic declaration, the Law is not so much
blamed as the P who had not observed it. Still
it contains, certainly, an indirect wougs of the diadixn
itgelf; and this view of it is ingeniously brought out.
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For, if the Law or Covenant were such as the people
could not bear (Acts xv. 10. imibeivos Luydy, v obre oi
waripsg Auiw olre Awsk ioxboouey Baordoos ), if the
law from Sinai—to use the language of Tertullian
—was a satire upon human powers, then there in-
hered in it a moup#, in reference to the Law itself.
~— Beza, mistaking the Imperfect, has falsely ren-
dered é{nreivo: non FUISSET quaesitum ; but, the word
is correctly given by the Vulgate, and, after it, by
Luther: non inquireretur. Bohme even corrects by
Suisset, instead of esset. Téwoz, known in the phrase
8:idbva:s sémov, Rom, xii. 19., Wisdom xii. 10., and also
rhwov sbpionsn, Hebr. xii. 17., rémov NapCevew, Acts xxV.
16. Schulz translates: * so it were not required that
a second should come.”

. Ver. 8—12.—Comp. x. 15. The quotation from
Jeremiah xxxi. 31., et seq. is made almost literally ac-
cording to the LXX. See Bleek p. 360.* No other
passage of the Old Testament so clearly expresses the
distinction between the Old and the New Covenant,
diaxovie ypdupoaros xai mvebuares, 2 Cor. iii. 6—9.
But Comp., as parallels, Ezek. xi. 19. xxxvi. 26. As
the Angel, the mediator of this nem Covenant (Comp.
Is. xlii. 6. xlix. 8.), the Messiak is designated, Mal. i1.
1. In proof of the manner in which that prophetical
declaration led intelligent Jews to understand the na-
ture of their Law, we cannot forbear quoting at large
a very interesting and remarkable passage from the
Ikkarim (Fundamenta legis) of the estimable Rabbi
Albo (+1430), which de Rossi justly styles: una gran-
diosa ed interessante opera. 1t is there said, Vol. III.

n

c. 13.: xnm mammw pv TAINT wn nws
oY PUHDW TINNOT  TPWW (I 1P pYeDn
YT mamnn hapw by oran jpnn ohapnn
TR M M ws 5IRY w0 ¥YW §'y'x
FUW INTIT IR TATIN M RDWVTW 0D nwwn

* Bleek has &»«iraCouivev instead of i wiAalouives. This is,
no doubt, an oversight, as neither the New nor the Old Testa-
ment text has this reading, ’
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RPTVTT TV WAND TIATITT N3O PIMIYW 0TT oI
™0 THTY D MOXM DXRT TTD YMM Tmn
TohHNN DY WY U WM o kYT TRy
Y3 HIMW I AT NP 1T FTHYITN2 WhYMW
TP TP SIYIDY IR PP WM BYD
“ When who is highly to be extolled, gave the
Law, He knew, that this form of education was suffi-
cient for a certain period, which His wisdom had
fixed, that it was sufficient to prepare those who
received it, and incline their minds to receive the
second form, although God has revealed this to no
man ; but. when the time shall come, God will
reveal that second form to men. Like a Physician
whoofruaibu a diet to his patient until a certain
period which he knows, but which he does not tell
to the cEnﬁent; when, however, the time is at hand
in which the sick man is to recover, the physician
chanr his diet,—permits what he had forbidden, and
forbids what he bad permitted. The patient need
not, then, wonder at this; it resembles the manner
in which the teacher deports himself towards the pupil,
to whom at the beginning, he gives an easy and
comprehensible lesson, until he has gradually accus-
tomed him to instruction, when he leads him up to a
higher and more difficult stage.” The fundamental
thought of the Old Testament passage is this: « That
covenant could not be fulfilled, 1t worked wrath (xgya
Auérnoe avraw, Comp. Rom. iv. 15.), in the time of
the New Covenant I will, through the communication
of the Spirit, the commandments into an in-
ward impulse, and that through a forgiveness of
sins.” To this of Jeremiah we must join that
remarkable one in cﬁp. vii. 21, 22., which shews,
that the prophet did not regard the ritual command-
ment as founded in the original design of God, but
as added for a paedagogical purpose. Comp., on that
assage, Kimchi and Maimonides,in More Nevochim
.. 2. ¢. 32, If the prophets of the Old Covenant it-
self were conscious they served only a transitory
preparatory, institution, we see with how much more
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reason Paul (2 Cor. iii. 13.) expounds the vail with
which Moses covered his face as the symbol of timidity
or bashfulness. Adroi belongs to Alysr; Schulz says:
 but blame lies in this address.” ’Em\aSouivos wov
is ungrammatical ; the Complut. has,—is it with au-
thority? for Holmes gives no various reading,—iv #
émehaCéuny. This has always been regarded as a mix-
ture of two constructions ; Winer, however, p. 496, in
opposition to this opinion, remarks, that very probably

the Hebrew PN D3 gave rise to it. But, is

it sufficient, in that case, to say, that the translator ex-
changed the Inf. with the Participle merely for the
sake of perspicuity? The reading d&idods viuovs is
found in the Cod. Alex., the Compluiensian, and a con-
siderable number of manuscripts ; in chap. x. 16., of
our Epistle, also, the verd fin. ddow is omitted, while
it is the reading in the Cod. Vat. If &:dods, without
the verd fin., be the correct reading, it must be regard-
ed as a comsir. variata; as Winer, p. 498. The
promise : fouas airoi; sis Osd xrh, is, at different times,
more or less truly fulfilled. The first degree is the
outward kingdom of God, Levit. xxvi. 12. The second
degree is the inward kingdom of God, 2 Cor. vi. 16.
The third degree is the inward kingdom of God in its
pavégwass, Rev. xxi. 3.: and so, after a similar manner,
with other predicates of the people of God, as, for in-
stance, the priestly dignity, comp. Exod. xix. 6. 1
Peter ii. 5. Rev.i. 6.; and Isaiah Ixi. 6. This pro-
gressive advance of the significance of the Old Testa-
ment institutions, predicates, &c., shews the  trans-
parency” of that economy, and, in it, the prophetic
character which runs through the whole. The pro-
mise, ver. 11., is not put aceidentally ; for, if the law
be an inward one, it no longer needs a conservator or
expounder, every one forms his own rule from within.
Comp. the application of synonymous prophecies,
John vi. 45. Acts ii. 16. The last proposition, ver.
12., as we see from x. 15., is important to the author.
Forgiveness of sins will be the reason (6ri iksws x7A.)
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of this change. Kui rdv avousdv abran is wanting in
Cod. B. 17.23., and in versions; nor is it fouﬂg in
the Hebrew. Yet this addition occurs again x. 17.,
and without any deviation in the authority. Now, as
the quotation is there more indefinite, 1t has been
conjectured, with some probability, that the author,
in the first instance, citing. closely according to the
LXX.,, did not write these words; but, in the second,
quoting by memory, he added them. The citation in
x. 8., also, is less close than in ver. 5. )

Ver. 13. The full significance of this declaration
has not been brought out by expositors. ’Ev r& Aéyesm,
as in iii. 15,, ii. 8. The religious depth of the author
here takes the form of a play upon words. We must
set out from the vis propria of xanés. This word, it
is known, is distinguished from véog in Greek, as novus
from recens in Latin, and nouveau from neuf in
French. Comp. Vimel, Synon. Gr. Worterbuch, S.
19. 189. Ddoderlein, Lat. Synon. IV. 8. 96. In the
New Testament this distinction may every where be
maintained, as well as that of dvaxauviy and davaveotv,
2 Cor. iv. 16. Eph. iv. 23., see Tittman, Synonimes
of the New Testament, Biblical Cabinet, Vol. IIL p.
108. That the New Covenant is constantly denomi-
nated xanvq and not séa is quite in rule, for the lead-
ing idea is that it takes the place of an earlier one
which prepared the way for it. In Heb. xii. 24. we
have the only instance of véa 8:xd7xn, and, it may there
be intentionally employed in the sense of foedus re-
centur ortum. Now, opposed to xanmic, is waAasoby,
first of all in the sense of: “to declare warasbs;”
with the notion of growing obsolele, there was, even
according to some passages of the Old Testament,
closely combined that of annihilation, abolition, Ps. cii.
27. Isa. 1. 9. Ecclus. xiv. 17. But saAawoby, in
Greek, like antiquare in Latin, has also, ex adjunclo,
the signification of abrogare. Hence, instead of the
barbarous veterare of the Italic and Vulgate, Beza has
introduced antiquare into his Latin translation. Thus
the author, with an ingenious play upon. words
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abounding however in truth, deduces from the pro-
phet’s designation of the New Covenant the abroga-
tion of the Old.—Now, the then point of vision of the
Jews, which he has in view, is that which he ob-
served in his own person. The consciousness in the
prophets of the Old Covenant being merely the sha-
dow, naturally gave rise in them to the expectation
that this shadow would endure only until the coming
of the complete form. Comp. my Comm. on the
-Sermon on the Mount, Biblical Cabinet, Vol. VI.
The worship was still continued on the Holy Moun-
tain; but, our author contemplated this period as its
old age, which must soon be followed by complete dis-
solution. He, therefore, explains maraicbusror, which
must be here rendered not abrogated but antiquated,
by ymedoxev. This expectation was nourished, per-
haps, by the prophecies of Christ respecting the
destruction of Jerusalem. Paul, too, appears, Rom.
ii. 4, 5., to intimate that the people, from the con-
tinuance of their national constitution, had become
{resumptuous, but, that a catastrophe was near at

and. Btill, it is also possible, that this expectation
had arisen solely from a consciousness of the Old
Covenant having accomplished its purpose in the
world. At present, Judaism must be regarded as
fallen, for, according to the Mosaic precepts, the
people transplanted from the Holy Land into a foreign
soil, and without a temple and a priesthood, can no
longer (Hos. iii. 4, 5.) worship God.

END OF VOL. I
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